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Relativization strategies in the Totonacan family are largely undescribed, but detailed
examination of one of the languages in the group, Upper Necaxa Totonac, reveals the presence
of both externally- and internally-headed relative constructions. Also of note is the presence of
relativizers that mark the animacy (human/non-human) of the head of the relative construction.
This paper will show that, while phylogenetic evidence clearly demonstrates the relativizers to be
descended diachronically from interrogative pronouns, they are best treated synchronically as
complementizers, an analysis that follows directly from the presence of internally-headed
relative constructions.

Totonacan languages are spoken by approximately 240,000 people (INEGI 2010) living in an
area of eastentral Mexico centred on northern Puebla State and including adjacent parts of
Hidalgo and Veracruz (see Figute languages dealt with directly in this paper are shown in
red). The family is generally considered an isolate; however, recent work has suggested links to
Mixe-Zoque (Brown et al. 2011) and Chitimacha (Brown et al. 2014). Although the family has
only reently become the object of serious investigation and description, the focus has been
largely on its (admittedly spectacular) morphology; little has been written about syntax, and even
less about the structure of complex clauses. Relative clauses in |pageem to have been
given shortshriftN which is surprising, given that from what we do know about them they seem
to have some unusual properties. Consider the examglg from Upper Necaxa Totonac, the
language for which we currently have the mosadat relativizatior:

1| would like to thank my consultants in Patla and Chicontla, espedtalifiio Sampayo Mac’n and Longino
Barragtn Sampayo, for their help putting this paper together. | would also like to thank Lila Daskalaki, Paulette
Levy, BOalam Mateo, Devin Moore, Enrique Palancar, Jim Watters, Roberto Zavala, and an anonymougoreviewer
Linguistic Discovery for helpful comments and feedback. Any errors that persist despite all this assistance are my
own. This work was funded by the Social Sciences and Humanities Research Council of Canada.

2 The abbreviations used in the interlineéosges are as followg;, 2, 3 first-, second, thirperson;AbD additive;

AGT agentive;ALD already;ALTV allative; AMB ambulative;AOR aorist; APPL applicative;ART article; ASP aspect;

BEN benefactivepLv belief; caus causativerlL clitic; CLF classifier; CMT comitative;DAT dative;DCs decausative;

DET determiner;DIST distal; DSD desiderative;pTv determinative;EVID evidential; FOC focus; FUT future; GNC
generic;HREL human relativizeripr indefinite voice;IDPH ideophone;MPF imperfective;INDEF indefinite; INCH
inchoative;INST instrumental;IRR irrealis; INCT juncture; LOC locative; LOCREL locative relativizer;viD middle;

MOM momentaneousyEG negative;NMLZR hominalizer;NREL non-human relativizerpsJobject; oPT optative;PRO
pronoun;PATH in passingpPr perfect;Prv perfective;pL plural; PLC place; PO primary objeck0OSSpossessiveRROG
progressive,PTCL particle; QTv quotative;RCP reciprocal; REFL reflexive; REL relativizer; RPT repetitive; SAPSV
suppressive antipassiveG singular; SOsecondary objecET stative;STM stimulus;SUB subject;SUPPsuppressive;

TRNS transitivizer; TOT totalitative; vViA means. Abbreviations for the same term have been standardized across all
sources. Examples written in practical orthographies in the atigmurces are given in an Americanist Phonetic
Alphabet in order to facilitate comparison. The acute accent in transcriptions representeveforsiress.
Unattributed data from Upper Necaxa Totonac are taken from my own fieldnotes and textual corpus.
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2 Relative Clauses in Upper Necaxa Totonac
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Figure 1: Location of Totonacan Languages

(1) ?awacan [ti: tali:tats¢?a istsi:kan]
lawafttn  [ti! tabli! EXtabxs!" £a I"Exs!"BEkdn  sug]
boybErPL HREL 3pL.suBBINSTEDCSBhideBMPF  3Ppos€motheErL.PO
Othose boys that hide behind their mother(Os skirts)O

Here we see a typical relative struction with an overt nominabawacdn OboysO, being
modified by a subordinate clause. The modified nourkead of the relative clause, is external

to the relative clause itself and is linked to it by a relatilizerthis case, the animate (human)
relativizer,ti:. The head of the relative clause corresponds to the subject of the embedded verb,
which is elided orapped, and the relative construction as a whole can be considebgdz-

centred (i.e., the head of the clause ism@&erential with thesubject of the subordinated verb).
Upper Necaxa also allowsadless relative clauses (a.K.a.free relatives), as in(2):
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Upper Necaxa Totonac

(2) [ti! taliltats?#a $ts$kin]
[ti! tabli! EXaExs!" £a I"Exsi:Ekdn ~ sug]
HREL 3PL.suBBINSTEDcsSEhideBMPFE  3Ppos®EmotheErL.PO
Othose that hide behind their mother(Os skirts)O

In a construction like this, the head of the relative clause is elided. The sub{gftisnalso
gapped, but the relative remains subjmatred and the referent of tbenstruction as a whole is
the subject of the embedded clause. Such constructions in Upper Necaxa function quite happily
as arguments of verbs, like any other noun phrase, and are frequent in text.

In addition to the constructions (&) and (2), Upper Neeaxa also allows a third possibility,
shown in(3):

Upper Necaxa Totonac
(3) [ti: tali:tatsé?a ?awacan istsi‘kan]
[ti! taBli! EXafxs!" ba lawa#ten !"Bis!I'Ekdn]
HREL 3PL.SUBBINSTEDCSEnhideBIMPF  boybErPL 3rposEmothebrL.PO
Othose boys thatdki behind their mother(Os skirts)O

In (3), there is no overt nominal head external to the subordinate clause. Instead, what appears to
be the headlawa #1' ®boysO, is found inside the embedded clause, in this case immediately
following the verb. This ype of construction is what is referred to asiesernally-headed
relative clause. Crosslinguistically, internallyheaded relative clauses are comparatively rare,
and they are even rarer in languages where, as in Upper Necaxa, they are an infrequent, as
opposed to a dominant, type of relative clause (Dryer 2013).

Another notable feature of the construction§lifX3) is the elementi;, which is used exat
sively in relative clauses with animate (human) heads and which has a counterpaséd with
inanimates (noMumans). While these are typically labeled OrelativizersO in grammatical
descriptions of Totonacan languages, thimtés actually (and probably deliberately) vague in
that it does not make it clear whether the relativizers are to be understood as subordinators or
complementizersN linking elements in the clause signalling/licensing subordinBition as
relative pronouns, pronominal elements standing in for the relativized argument of the embedded
verb. The fact that they encode animacy, a characteristic of nouns, suggests that they might in
fact be pronouns, as does the fact that in several of the languages in the lienilipper
Necaxa, they are homophonous with the interrogative pronauiyvho?0 and Owhat?O. On
the other hand, the relativizers are not, as canonical relative pronouns are, inflected for case, nor
is animacy a morphological or inflectional catggdhat manifests itself in other kinds of
pronouns or in any other area of the grammar. So, not only does Upper Necaxa have-the cross
linguistically unusual internalfpeaded type of relative clause, there is also an analytical
guestion at play here asttoe exact nature of the relativizers that appear in the relative aonstru
tions. As this paper will argue, these two phenomena are linked, and the presence of the
internally-headed construction i(8) can be used to show that the relativizers are best not
analyzed as relative pronouns in the usual sense, but should instead be described as mompleme
tizers that, perhaps unusually, agree with a semantic feature of the head of the relative-constru
tions that they introduce. This agreement, naturally, has ardrchexplanation which is
revealed by a comparative examination of relativization strategies across the family.
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4 Relative Clauses in Upper Necaxa Totonac

The remainder of this paper will proceed as follows. Sectioffers a brief description of
Upper Necaxa Totonac, focusing on the structurthefsimple clause, while Secti@ygives a
detailed account of relativization in that language. In Se@jdnsurvey what is known about
relativization in the rest of the family. The dabaailable is rather sketchy #sere are only one
or two dedicateé descriptions of relative clauses in other Totonacan languages; nevertheless, a
reasonably coherent picture of the family, and how the different branches of Totonacan compare
to each other and to Upper Necaxa, can be arrived at by culling through gextthansources.
Section4 will assess the implications of the comparative picture for the diachronic development
of the different relativization strategies, and will propose an analysis of the relativizers that
supports the claim that they are best desciias complementizers, at least in Upper Necaxa and
the other languages in the family that allow internbyaded relative clauses.

1. Upper Necaxa Totonac

Upper Necaxa Totonac is a member of the Northern Totonac branch of the Totonacan language
family, spoken by 3,293 people (INEGI 2010) in the Necaxa River Valley in northern Puebla
State, Mexico. Like all Totonacan languages, Upper Necaxa can be characterized as pblysynthe
ic and primarily heagnarking in the sense of Nichols (1986). Verbs agree risopeand number

with their syntactic subjects; transitive verbs also agree with their objects:

Upper Necaxa Totonac

(4) ikapa:¥’a:lpasni
ikEkaiEpaB Odl! pi'n#
1sG.susbrL.oBJEDellybut.deeplprv  pig
Ol gutted the pigs.O

In (4) we see the verpa.?’a: OX cuts YOs belly deeplyO bearing thepdirson singular subject

prefix jk- and the plural object piig, ka:-. The objectoun itself,pd "n#®pigOd is unmarked for
number, which is an optional category for nouns, the preferred locus for romabéng in the

clause being on the verb. The categories of person and number of object are marked separately,
as in(5):

Upper Necaxa Totonac

(5) Kka:tatuksni
kalExabt'ks Enfl!
PL.OBJEBPL.SUBENItEROBIEPFV
OThey hit you guys.O

Here, the person of the object is encoded by the suffiX)secongerson objectO, while the
plural number of the object is iidted by the same prefikga:- Oplural object®, that we saw in
(4). Third-person singular subjects, thipgrson objects, and the singular of objects are noerph
logical zeros (and in this paper will not be included in the glossing to avoid cluttering the
presentation).

In multivalent clauses, verbs can also agree in person with a second object, if that object is
first- or seconeperson:
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Upper Necaxa Totonac

(6) wan tslm ax$#, kinta#tt kistatmadk'th
wan tsimax##t kinBtaltt kinBstaBma"k’iEn
say qgirl lpos$father losiEsellbgiveERoBYI
OThe girl says, OMy father sold me to you.O#0

This example shows the trivalent vestd "ma#k®OX sells Y to ZO, used in this context to refer to
the exchange of a girl for a dowry, agreeing with both a sepestn and a firsperson object.
Upper Necaxa is a primagbject language in the sense of Dryer (1986), making the second
persor; recipient in this clause the primary object and thepirston theme the secondary
object:

Copular clauses can have eithermnal (7) or adjectival(8) predicate complements:

Upper Necaxa Totonac

(7) santil Swani: iSna:na Xiwan
"ant’$ "BwanEn!"  isbnanit Xiwan
shaman pAsTbebPF 3posEygrandmother Juan
OJuanOs grandmother was a shaman.O

(8) kilstayankatunkd tsama maci:ta
kilBstayanka=tunka tsdmf macita
moutrBsharp=very that machete
OThat machete is very sharp.O

The copula is based on the verlm ObeO and is immediately preceded by its complement, as it is

in other Totonacan languages. In the past tense, the copula is invariably inflected in the past
perfect, and in theuture it takes the future imperfective formwdn. It is generally omitted in

the present tense, as herd8h but may optionally be realized in the present imperfective form,

wan. Also of note in(8) is the headmarked possessive constructibna#ni$ XiwiBJuanOs
grandmotherO in which the possessed NP is inflected for the person of the possessor. The
plurality of the possessor is optionally indicated by the suffix (e.g.,!"na#na ki$ n Xiwin %e#
TsZnt!OJuan and RosendoOs grandmotherQ)

As in the rest of the family, constituent order in Upper Necaxa clauses is extremely flexible
and is governed primarily by information/communicative structure (Vallduv’ 1992; MelO%uk
2001). The communicatively unmarked order is veitial, placing Uppe Necaxa in DryerOs
(1997) VS/VO category; however, essentially any order of verb and arguments is possible for a
given sentence in the appropriate context, as shoy®):in

% The properties of primary and secondary objects, and the criteria for distinguishing them, are discussed in Beck
(2016). Without going into too much detail, the primary object includes the basic object of underived transitive
verbs, the causee in causatn@nstructions, and the recipient in underived verbs of transfer, while the secondary
object includes the applied object added by an applicative and the thematic object of underived ditransitive verbs.
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6 Relative Clauses in Upper Necaxa Totonac

Upper Necaxa Totonac

(9) i8¢ikan ka:maski:l gobierno la?Skamani:ni:n SOV SPO
I"Blik Ekan kalbma"k''Ep gobierno [d"BD'kaman’!iniln
3rposghousé&rL.PO  PL.OBJEQiveEPFV government ApLBEpaupebrL
OThe government gave the poor people their houses.O

ka:maski:f gobiernold "#kamani$n'$n %#&iktn V S PO SO
gobierncka.ma'k"# & %'kamani"'n™n &'ikd¥$n SV PO SO
ld "#kamani$n'$n ka$ma#k'$% &blikdirno POVSOS
gobiernolg’skamani:ni:n ka:maski! is¢ikdn S POV SO, etc.

Although utterances in which all arguments are realized as NPs are relatively ungommo
sentences with all possible orders can be found in the corpus and are accepted during elicitation.

Copular clauses show flexible ordering of subject and predicate phrase, but the copula, when
present, is preceded immediately by its complement in ad bew examples:

Upper Necaxa Totonac

(10) !ant™!'wan®tsant pukid
"ant'$  i$BwanEni:  tsama  puski!t
shaman PASTEbebEPF that woman
OThat woman was a shaman.O

tsd mt puskt"t #ant'$ #wan!"
*tsama puska:t Swani: santif
*lant™ tsa# mi puski$t lwan#$
*Swani: Santil tsgmd puska:t

The final order shown here occurs occasionally, most often in the context of eliegtion
translation of Spanish sentences, but it is usually rejected or corrected by speakers when offered.
It seems likely to be an effect of calquing from Spalishera bruja esa mujer).

Like predicate complements, most types of adverbial are also required to precede the verb:

Upper Necaxa Totonac

(11) li:skamani:ntunkd i$wi:l nais¢ik tsama puska:t
lilBlkaman™n=t#nk$ !"Bwi!$ nak=isEP06’k tsdmi puskdt
GNCEpauper=very PASTEsit Loc=3ros$house that  woman
OThe woman lived in great poverty in her house.O

li"kamani!nt#nki$ na%"&k %"w’!' ts& mi puski!t
li"kamani!nt#nki$ %"w’!& tsé& mi puski!t na%"’k
li"kamani!nt#nkd$ tséb mit puskd#$ nal"%’k
*iswit li:skamani:ntunkgd naiscik tsama puska:t

Ideophones as well as dynamic, configurational, descriptive, and manner adverbs obligatorily

precede their verbal heads, while temporal and locative adverbiafsalikgék Oin hehouseO in
(11) may be either preerbal or postrerbal (Beck 2008).
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Constituent ordering is also relatively more fixed in information questions (avk-a.
guestions), which require that the interrogative pronoun be the first element in the clause:

UpperNecaxa Totonac
(22) ti! nam’'n?

ti! nabmin

who FuTBcome

OWho is coming?0

(13) tu!li'm#n$?
tu! [i' Bma?ni:
what INSTEXKIll: 2SG.SUB:PFV
OWhat did you kill it with?O

Questions can be formed on any clausal constituent. In addition@who?0 amd Owhat?0
Upper Necaxa has the interrogatives Owhere?0O andgksni Owhen?0O, the former but not the
later also being homophonous with the corresponding relativizer.

2. Relative clauses in Upper Necaxa Totonac

Relative clauses in Upper Necaxa Totonac awst fiescribed in Beck (2004), where they are
characterized as being externdiigaded or headless, with a gapped argument inside the
embedded clause. Relatives are introduced by what is characterized as a relativizeu, either
ti;, depending on the anacy of the head of the construction. Exan(ik) illustrates a relative
clause with an inanimate nominal head:

Upper Necaxa Totonac

(14) yuaxa tsama Ska:n [tu: wanikan ¢4:wa]
yuxba tsama "kaln  [tu! wanbniEkan 5o !ivd]
go.dowrmpPF  that water NREL SayBENDDF _ sooty.water
OThe water that they calti®g¢O comes down.O

The head of the relative clausesisi:n OwaterO and corresponds to the gapped object of the
intransitive verbwani OX calls Y Z0. The clause follows its head simtroduced by the nen
human relativizersu:. The relativizer appears on the left edge of the clause and in most cases
immediately follows the modified noun, although there are a few examples from texts in which
the relative clause is separated fromhiad, as irfl5):

Upper Necaxa Totonac

(15) !"tagk$maZdun’ "tumi%kih "puskalkin [tu%tsax "maX naalidvi podd)
I"ExabPdk"'matitoén’ I"Brumi:nEkan I"Epuska:tEkdn [tu! tsax
PASTEBPL.SUBEset.asidBBEN  3pos®EmoneyerL.pO  3pos®wifeEPL.PO  NREL only

"maln nabtabi!bwva patki sd]

. only FUTEBPL.sUBDNSTERAt pulque
OThey hid some of their money from their wives which they would use to drink pulq

Linguistic Discovery 14.1:1-45



8 Relative Clauses in Upper Necaxa Totonac

The relative clause if15), tu: tsd x "ma#n natali#twi po&ibich thewould use to drink
pulqueO, modifies the nowmumi.nkin Otheir moneyO, the secondary object of the embedded
verb, but is separated from it by the NPuska.tkdn Otheir wivesO.

Example(16) shows a relative clause introduced by the human relativizer,

Upper Necaxa Totonac
(16) talin"-#ca’ ikih tsaind K'i stifn( [ti$xabkaed’ )& ikin]
tablin B o5 nak=""Blik Ekan tsamf  klistifn"
3PL.suBBarrivebrotEPFv  Loc=3PosEhousé&rL.PO that person
[ti! xa!  kaBle!nbn! " so I"Blik £kan]
HREL NEG PL.OBXElake.awafBEN _ 3POoSEhous&rL.PO
OThey all came to the houses of the people from whom (the flood) hadnOt taken their home

In this example, the head of the relative claktstitn" OpersonO, corresponds to an object of the
embedded verte!n"OX takes Y away from ZO. The form of the relativizer indicates that the head
of the clause is human, but gives no indication of its number.

Relatives can also be formed from copular clauses, @3)n

Upper Necaxa Totonac
(17) kld'apisa puskHt [ti#dant YBvant
IkBla?apasta puskt!t [t "ant'$  isBwanEn!"  gug
1sc.suBEknowBMPF woman  HREL Shaman PASTEbebrF
Ol know the woman who was a shaman.O

As in the previous examples, the relative clause immediatelyv®Hibe noun it modifies and is
introduced by a relativizer, in this cage which encodes the animacy of the head.
Headless relative clauses are illustrateB) and(19):

Upper Necaxa Totonac

(18) wil [ti: kili:a?Spa:wakal]
wi!$ [ti! klnE]HM'#pﬂ-)mkgl _SUB]
sit HREL losXENsSTEback.of.heafbe.high
OThere is someone resting their head on me.O

(19) a wi!" [tu! p#isapB)
al wil$  [tu! pltsibpd’
there sit NREL look.forEPROG2SG.SUB
OThere is what you are looking.@

PO]

In both of these sentences, the matrix verwiig which literally means Obe sittirigd is also

used as a general existential locative (& Eng. Obe there®). The headless relatives in both example
take the role of matrix subject. The relative skaun(18)is a subjectentred clause, introduced

by #i:, with an animate referent, while that(it9) is an objecttentred clause, introduced by,

with an inanimate referent.
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Headless relatives formed on copular clauses are also attested, bothowitthaat an overt
copula:

Upper Necaxa Totonac
(20) 'kla#apisa [ti$%nt Rwan'
IkB1d" apisba [ti! "ant’!$  !"BwvarEn'"  gug]
1sc.susbrecogniz®MPF  HREL shaman PASTEbeEPF
Ol know the one who was a shaman.O

(21) !k"awaxn’ tu# $ammbs
IkBawaxn’ [tu! labmadn! ~ susl
1sc.susbdisgusted NREL DTVEXotENMLZR
Ol am disgusted by things that are rotten.O

Such clauses are necessarily subgecttred, as relativelauses centred on a predicate
complement seem impossible, or adedifficult to conceive of.

Research subsequent to 2004 has shown that, in addition to exteewdlyd and headless
relatives, Upper Necaxa also has internhiyaded relative clauses like thos€2a):.

Upper Necaxa Totonac

(22) loaWati" tasObanin t'm ak 1]
loalat [ti! taby’o?abnan tsim ax3#En]
many HREL 3pL.SuBBhugbsAPSY  girlErL
OThere are a lot of girls who hug.O

In (22), the head of the relative clauseymaxd:n OgirlsO, corresponds to the plural subject of the
antipassivzed verbsOd "ani@X gives hugsO, and occurs inside what is otherwise identical to a
headless relative construction such as th&t®) That these constructions are indeed internally
headed, rather than righeaded, can be seen(#8):

Upper Necaxd otonac

(23) pd'#kintama' alakawin [ti$tsax dnah taliatsA' a tsdmi "awa&dn 'sts &in]
pd'#  kinBtabmd'aBlakabwan [ti! tsax "maln
fed.up 1oBJEBpL.suBBsTMEfacelsay HREL just only

taBli! EXafxs!" ba tsdmi lawa#tEn I"Eis!'Ekan]
3pL.suBBbINSTEDCSENhideBIMPF  that boyErL 3pos@motheErL.PO
OThose boys that hide behind their mother(Os skirts) really bother me.O

Here the head of the constructionasvd #¥ @boysO. It functions as the subject of the embedded
verb, litatsZ2* OX higs behind YO, which is inflected for a thpetson plural subject, and
appears followed by the verbOs obijests!"k# Otheir mother(s)O. Such constructions, while not
abundant, occur naturally in spontaneous speech and are accepted readily tiorelichas, it

“Itis, of course, possible to conceive of (and forettive clauses of the Owhich® and Owhat kind ofO types (e.g., Ol
know which/what kind of doctor John isO); however, these are slightly different constructions in Upper Necaxa.
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10 Relative Clauses in Upper Necaxa Totonac

seems that Upper Necaxa allows for three types of relative Blaugernallyheaded, headless,
and internallyheaded.

Other than the presence of the relativizer, Upper Necaxa relative clauses seem virtually
identical to matrix clauses andasi the same flexibility with respect to the ordering ofuarg
ment$N although there is a dispreference for arguments of the embedded clausevénbpte
position. Such constructions are difficult to elicit, but examples su¥aare found in texts:

Upper Necaxa Totonac
(24) [ti! "telk#tEnk$ 'kaln "wan¥in]
[ti! I"Exé:ku=tunka "kaln !"BwarEn!Ekan sd
HREL  3pos$fbwner=very water PASTEBayEBENBIDF
Othe one that they call the spirit of the water himselfO

In this example, the primarybect, jsté.ku ska:n Othe spirit of the waterO, precedes rather than
follows the verb. Fronting of arguments in general seems to be associated with focalization
(MelO%uk 2001), and in the examples where an element inside a relative clause is foiged ther
a clear emphatic or focal attention on that elemer(R4¥) this is reflected by the presence of the
intensifying clitic=t!nk¥ and the Spanish gloss given by the consultdmtero dueno del agua
Othe very/the one and only spirit of the waterO.

Similarly, adverbials also maintain the prerbal position found in matrix clauses:

Upper Necaxa Totonac
(25) ca:tin puska:t [ti: li:Skamani:n i§wi:l naiScik]

l&ftin - puskt!t [ti! li'B'’kaman’in  "Bwi!$ sz nak=isBoik]
CLFEbne woman HREL INSTEpauper PASTEsit LOC=3POS®D
house

Oa woman who lived in poverty in her houseO

Ca:tin puska:t [ti: li:Skamani:ntunkg naiscik iswi:{]
*Ca.tin puska:t [ti: iswi:t li:Skamani:ntynkg naiscik]

As shown in(25), the manner adverb obligailgr precedes the verb, while the locative is
permitted in either prgerbal or posterbal position. These rules of constituent order apply both
when the clause is headless and when it is internally, rather than externally, headed.

In terms of accessibiiitto relativization, Upper Necaxa allows for the relativization ef el
ments ofvirtually all applicable ranks on the Accessibility Hierarchy (Keenan and Comrie 1977).
Examples of relatives centred on subjects, primargaib] secondary objects and possessan
be found in texts.The sentence if26) shows a subjeatentred relative clause:

® Upper Necaxa lacks prepositions (and, therefore, prepositional objecttheandtegory of Ooblique objectO as
disinct from Osecondary objectO does not exist (Beck 2016), so these positions on the Accessiblity Hierarchy are not
available for relativization.
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Upper Necaxa Totonac §
(26) K'obd IPO&KIN lakst'n [ti#tatn nakskwd]

IkEbawgpalt I"Blo" Ekan lakst'n [ti! tabdn  suB
1sc.suBbmakdrprt  3rpos$tortillabrL.PO  children HREL 3pL.SuBBgO
nak=skwela]

Loc=school

Ol make food again for the children that go to school.O

Here, the head of the relative clausszin OchildrenO is coreferential with the subject of the
embedded verliad rOthey goO.headless subjecentred relative clause is shown(27).

Upper Necaxa Totonac

(27) ikta?a:$nima:l waci wi:l [tu: nakilani]
IkExtaba!"n’ Bmal!$ wal” wil$ Jtu!  naEkinBlan’ ~ sug]
1sG.susbbcsEfeel.forbodindPROG apparently sit  NREL FuTBlOBEhapp@.to
Ol feel like there is something that is going to happen to me.O

The headless relative here is based on theeflOX happens affecting YO, which is formed by

adding the benefactive applicative! to the light verbla OX happensO. The gabpsgument

corresponds to the subject of the verb, the event that happens and affects Y.
Internally-headed subjeatentred relative clauses are also atteated (28):

Upper Necaxa Totonac
(28) kal?'ts# [ti$naawilf #0td], nak¥A$namaPasinilkin
kabl 1" ts# [ti! nabtawilt I"BsOtd] nak=!1#
oPTEsee2sG.SuB.PFV  HREL FuTEbe.born 3posdxhild Loc=sweatlodge
nabmaB &bdnbnilEkan
FuTBcausbBsweatlodgBgobcAusBiDF
OLook, a child that will be born, they will bathe it in the sweatidlg

Relatives formed on copular clauses can also be interinedlged:

Upper Necaxa Totonac

(29) Ikl&Hapisa [tiswnt BIwan'$pusig]
IkBld" apisba [ti! "ant’!$  isBwvarEn!"  puski!t]
1sc.suBbrecogniz&®mvPF  HREL Shaman PAsTEbeEPF  woman
Ol know a woman who was a shaman.O

Not unexpectedly, then, it appears that all subjects are accessible to relativization.

In terms of object relations, both primary and secondary objects are access{B®, e
see a relative clause centred on thHe §arimary) object of the transitive veld"at'#OX likes YO:
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Upper Necaxa Totonac

(30) w!" kalakstkt! [ti#tsex |pat'#ap
w!"  kaBblakstiex! [ti! tsex  lavati:Byd P
you OPTEChoos€&€RsGsuB:PFv  HREL well  likeBMmPF:2sG.suB
OPick the one (girl) that you like best!O

(31) alsoshowsa headless primaigbject centred relative clause:

Upper Necaxa Totonac

(31) tlyH#laklagst, xa¥st la [tu¥&ankin]
tlyt# lakliB=tst xal=tst la [tu! lanEkan  pq]
land  ruinedPFv=now NEG=now do NREL planBDF
OThe earth isined, what you plant doesnOt grow.O

The reference of the relative clausg31)is to the object of the veda nOX plants YO. In this
example, the vertd nis inflected for the indefinite voice, which suppresses the expression of the
subject but doesot promote a firstor third-person object to subject position (Beck 2004, 2016).
Verbs in this voice have either an indefinite subject (& Eng. indefhateor you) or a reflexive
reading.

An internally-headed primarpbject centred relative clausesisown in(32):

Upper Necaxa Totonac
(32) xa! k"o'k#tcen [tu! k"o!m¥!" kintaskuxoet]
xa!  lkBlawiEk!tcen [tu! IkBbawfma!$ kinExaskuxcet]
NEG 1sGsuBbmakdbsd NREL 1sGsuBbmakérroGc 1pos$job
Ol donOt want to do my job that IOm doing.0

The headf the relative clause is the primary object@fa OX does Y®intaskuxit Omy jobO,
and it appears in this sentence inside the embedded clause.
An externallyheaded secondanbject centred relative clause is showi(38):

Upper Necaxa Totonac

(33) yawaln'kin #t'n [tu! lillaka%@&telkin]
yalwinlEkan d'Etin [tu! li' BlakaEbtafrayiEkan " 50
standBENBIDF CLFBOne NREL INSTEfaceBpull.tauEtakeDDF
OThey stood up against it something that they could use to pull it tight.O

In (33),thehead of the relative clause is the applied, secondary object of th&:kaudtantayd
OX pulls Y taut with ZO, formed from the Vekaitaytayd OX pulls Y tautd with the instrumental
applicative prefix/i.-. Note that in this example the head of thiatree clause is a numeral
classifier construction used anaphorically to mean Osomething®, although unlike the English
something in the gloss, the expression is not necessarily indefinite (that is, in the right context the
relative might have been trangdtas Othe thing that they could use to pull it tightO).

A headless secondaopject centred relative clause is showi(34):
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Upper Necaxa Totonac
(34) !"yoexanakabapoa¥ftudwan'kin p'&iova
i$Byuxba nek=a"apoa# [tu! I"BwarEn’Bkan pl'ivéd  sq
PASTEgo.dowmMPF  LOC=sky NREL PASTEsayEBENBEIDF eagle
OThe one they called the Pichawa came down from the sky.O

The referent of the claudeere is the animal being named, which corresponds to the applied
object of the verlwani OX says Y to ZO, the translation equivalent of Engli#hame, which is
formed from the vertwan OX says YO by adding the benefactive applicative suffikhe ssme

verb can be seen in an interndilgaded secondanbject centred relative clause(Bb):

Upper Necaxa Totonac
(35) !uhtst [#want li'tawilan$ [tu” wankin %" #i"taw’"&Patla]

%u'ntst! I wami lilBtawiltn!"  [tu! wanfn'Ekan
thus how this INSTESItEPF NREL  SayBBENBIDF
"Hil"#kiltaw’!$  Patla]
3rposdrown Patla

OThat is the way their town that they named Patla was founded.O

In (35) the head of the relative is the object being nam@oiki:zawi:i Otheir townO, which is
realized inside the embedded clause, to the left of the primary object, th&mdme

The only type of construction that is clearly a relative clause centred on an adjunct is the
locativecentred relative. Locativeentred relatives are introducedxd/ OwhereQ, aq86):

Upper Necaxa Totonac
(36) kit Ikl&ttawak1Sna478 ' ik [xa&evakd T kimpelota]
kit kBld"ExabwakiE6 nakB"Beln %ik [xd" I"Bvak 10t
I 1sG.susbnLTvEDCSEbe.high Loc=3rPosEback house where pPAsTEbe.highDIST
kina)elota h LOC]
lposdball
O10m going to get up there on the roof of my house where my ball went.O

Perhaps unsurprisingly, locatreentred relatives are more frequently headless, @¥)n

Upper Necaxa Totonac
(37) ndkin ma'ldatapasn™ xd' ndavin
nablkBdn ma:Bla?apaseni! [xd" naBlatvin "~ Loc]
FUTBLsG.suBbgo cAusbrecogniz€caus where FutBbwalk
O10m going to go show him where heOs going to walk.O

While locative relatives seem to share some of the properties of relative crdrmssisced by

and ., little more will be said about them in the remainder of this paper. Likewise, there are
temporal constructions introduced fkni OwhenO that look very similar to relative clauses, but
are not clearly attested modifying noumibese will also be left aside in this discussion.

® This also applies to the discussion of relative clauses in otherdaatnianguages below, where | have excluded
from consideration any type of adjurzgntred construction that is not attested as an adnominal modifier.
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Moving further down the Accessibility Hierarchy, a look through the corpus finds possessor
centred relative clauses, like thos€38) and(39):

Upper Necaxa Totonac

(38) kal"tawika%uk [tu! |apiBla iSventanal
ka:stawakka %ik  [tu! la?abpa?iba isbventana ~ posd
repaiBDF:PFv  house NREL facebbreal®mpr 3possswindow
OThey repaired the house whose windows s/he broke.O

(39) ka:ma?ta:yaka ma?a:pitsin kristianu [ti: iStanu:ni: pu:hi:n naiscik]

ka:Bma?ta:yatka ma?a:pitsibn  kristiany  [ti! isBxant:bni: pul$ce!n
PL.OBJENelpBDF:PFV  soméPL person HREL PASTEENteEPF mud
nak=1$E%0’k ~ posd

_ Loc=3pos¢house .
OThey helped some of the people whose houses the dhgdtten into.O

Headless and internatlyeaded versions of relatives of either the possessocomparative
centred types have not been found or elicited, though it seems entirely possible this is simply a
gap in the data rather than a specific gramraatiestriction.| have not been able to elicit
relative clauses centered on the standard of comparison, although | have elicited relatives
centered on the subject of the comparative construdikerthat in(40):

Upper Necaxa Totonac

(40) 'kp"tst #Bon ts'm &k o[t YaHul FaseMvan $H wig
IkEpltst l&ftin - tsmakf# [t al%ulf! tselwan™ sy " w!"]
1sc.susBtlook.for cLFBone girl HREL more  pretty L like you
O10m looking for a girl who is prettier than you.O

3. Relative clauses in Totonacan

As weOve seen in the preceding section, Upper Necaxa takes a rativeeéig®y approach to
relativization, allowing externalieaded, headless, and interndiaded constructions, and
permitting relativization alongearly the full length of the Accessibility Hierarchy. Constituent
order in relative clauses continues to be flexible, though there seem to be discourse conditions on
OfrontingO NPs to a position between the verb and the relativizer. The relativizerb/éisemse
make a human/nehuman animacy distinction and, in this respect (showing some sort of
agreement with the head of the relative construction), resemble pronouns. Taken together, this is
an unusual typological profile, particularly with respect to thes@nce of internalipeaded

relative clauses. According to Dryer (2013), interndaiaded relative clauses are rare, found in
only 63 languages in his 82dnguage sample (7.6%) and occurring as adwninant (less
frequent) type in only 10 (1%). The fabat internallyheaded relatives in Upper Necaxa are not

in any sense nominalized contradicts a universalist claim made in de Vries (2005: 18) that such
structures are always nominalized, and are only found in languages that have a similar type
nominalizd nonrelative clauses (which Upper Necaxa lacks). Likewise, de Vries (2005: 19)
claims that internalkheaded relatives should only be found in languages with RelN and NDet

Linguistic Discovery 14.1:1-45



Beck 15

order, neither of which is true of Upper Necaxa, although a loose correlatfeiMforder with

the presence of internallyeaded relatives clauses appears to be borne out by the data in Dryer
(2013). In the (surprising) absence of lasgale, quantitative typological studies of the
Accessibility Hierarchy, it is not possible to deténe how unusual accessdoch a wideange

of elements on the Hierarchy is, though presumably it is relatively infrequent given the number
of other possible language types foreseen by the Hierarchy. Given the interesting profile of
Upper Necaxa relativelauses, it seems worthwhile at this point to turn to other languages in the
family, with an eye towards seeing what, if any, of these features are shared by other languages
in the group, and if the familial pattern sheds any light on the nature of ther Bjecaxa
relativizers.

3.1The Totonacan language family

The internal structure of the Totonacan family is still not well understood, though, as shown in
Figure 2 it is generally agreed that Totonacan languages can be divided at the highest level into
two branches, Tepehua and Totonac. Tepehua is considered to consist of three IBnguages
Tlachichilco, Pisaflores, and Huehuetla, while Totonac is more highly ramified and contains an
asyetunknown number of languages. The most basal division in the Tootmaach of the

family is between the geographical outlier Misantla Totonac and the remaining Central Totonac
languages. Central Totonac has traditionally been held to consist of thregoapmg

Northern, Sierra (a.k.a. Highland), and Lowland (PapanBayond this, the relations become
murkier, and there have been various proposals for grouping together Northern and Sierra against
Lowland (Garc’a Rojas 1978), Lowland and Northern against Sierra (MacKay and Trechsel
2014, 2015), and Northern againstwland-Sierra (Ichon 1969; Davletshin 2008; Brown et al.
2011). Presently, the weight of the evidence, particularly the lexical evidence, seems to favour
the last of these. There are, in addition, further uncertainties, and particularly problematic are the
affiliations of Cerro XinolatZpetl and Filomeno Mata. While Cerro XinolatZpetl is not spoken in

an area contiguous with Lowlai®lerra languages (sdéigure 1 abovg lexical evidence
suggests its affinity is with these rather than with the adjacent Morgineup. Filomeno Mata is
grouped by MacKay and Trechsel (2014) in the Northern branch, based on shared morphological
characteristics, and it does seem to be the case that this language also shares a few lexical forms
with the Northern languages; howevte bulk of the lexical isoglosses, as well as statistical
measures of lexical similarity, seem to point to a closer affiliation with Low&ieda.
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TEPEHUA
Tlachichilco
Pisaflores
Huehuetla
TOTONAC
Misantla
CENTRAL TOTONAC
NORTHERN TOTONAC
Apapantilla
Zihuateutla
Upper Necaxa
Coahuitltn
SOUTH CENTRALELOWLAND
Cerro XinolatZpetl
Filomeno Mata
LOWLAND-SIERRA
LOWLAND
Cerro del
Carb—n
Escol'n
SIERRA
Coyutla
Coatepec
Zapotitlfn
Huehuetla
Totonac
Olintla
Ozelonacaxtla
Figure 2.Totonacan languages

In terms of available descriptions of relativization strategies in Totonacan languages, the
pickings are rather slim. For Tepehua, Smykhig (2007) offers a sketabf relativization in
Huehuetla, and some mention of relative clauses in Tlachichilco is made at various points in
Watters (1988). In Northern Totonac, relative clauses are mentioned in passing in theipedagog
cal grammar of Apapantilla prepared by Reid ([©@nd there are numerous unanalyzed
examples in a lexical database for the language prepared by Reid et al. (n.d.). Relative clauses in
Sierra languages are dealt with indirectly for Huehuetla Totonac in Troiani (2004) and for
Coatepec in McQuown (199®. Aschmann (1984) presents a much more thorough and detailed
description of all types of relatives in Zapotitltn Totonac, and additional examples from this
language (again, unanalyzed) can be found in the lexical database prepared by H. Aschmann
(n.d.a).Likewise, a large number of unanalyzed sentences that contain relative clauses can be
found in the examples in H. AschmannQOs (n.d.b) lexical database for the Sierra Totonac language
Coyutla. Unanalyzed translations of Spanish sentences containing relatigses can be found
for Misantla Totonac in MacKay and Trechsel (2005), and one or two examples of relatives can
be found in analyzed texts in MacKay (1999) and MacKay and Trechsel (2012b). Beyond this,
information on a few other languages can be gledmad the interlinearized texts in Levy and
Beck (2012) which contain examples of relative clauses from the Totonac languages Cerro
XinolatZpetl, Filomeno Mata, Olintla, Ozelonacaxtla, and Cerro del Carb—n, and for all three
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Tepehua languages. In the seatidhat follow, | will summarize what can be extracted from this
fragmentary data, beginning with Tepehua in sec8dhand then moving on to the Totonac
group in sectior.3

3.2Tepehua

The most detailed description of relative clauses in Tepehuaidgeg is found in Smythe
KungOs (2007) doctoral dissertation on Huehuetla Tepehua. Stuythegives examples of
both externallyheaded postominal(41) and headlesgl2) relative constructions:

Huehuetla Tepehua N 3
(41) "ta'amagpanan hu! papa'nin [hu!'kaa! lakakOiwin "tatOahun]

"Btabamagpanan hu! papabnin [hu! ka! wa! lakaEkOiwin
PASTEBPL.suBBwash.clothes ART marbrL REL BLV FOC PREMwooOdS
"BaftOahun ~ susl

_ PASTEBPL.suBHive __ .
OThe men that were living in the woods would washdlwhes.O
(SmytheKung 2007: 590)

[hu! "ulalta tam pOaglati tulmiln]
(42) [hu! "Bula!'Bta “sug tam pOaglati tu'miln]
REL  PASTEpUuttPF one chest money

Othe one who had a chest (full) of moneyO
(SmytheKung 2007: 597)

In both cases, thesare subjeetentred relative clauses introduced by a relativizer, which is
homophonous with the article that is found introducing noun phrases such as the head of the
relative clause irf41), hu: papa.nin Othe menO. The relativizer, like the artislewvariant and

shows no agreement for number or animacy. Although Snkting makes no explicit
reference to constituent order within the clause, none of her examples have fronted arguments
and nothing precedes verbs except adverbial elements sudlntiakep and the locative phrase

seen in(41).

The issue of nouphrase accessibility in Huehuetla is complicated by the fact that thie term
nology used in the description of this language does not map directly onto the categories
traditionally used in thaliscussion of the Acessiblity Hierarchy. According to Smythe Kung
(2007: 592), externalipeaded relative clauses can be formed on subjects, direct objects, indirect
objects, oblique objects, and locative adjuncts. For Smythe Kung, direct objects arglihe s
objects of transitive verbs, and indirect objects are the recipients in ditransitive verbs such as that
in (43):
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Huehuetla Tepehua
(43) puls ka! yu!% [hu! 'I"tagnita%]
puls ka! yu!% [hu! 'i" D'tagbniBta=% ~ INDIRECT.OBJ]
well BLV 3SGPRO REL PASTEgiveEDATEPF=ALD
OWell, | think that it was he to whom she had given it.O
(Smythe Kung 2007: 59€

The embedded verb {@3) is stagni OX give Y to ZO which contains a fossilized instance of the
dative applicativesni. Other applicatives such a&.- OcomitativeO add what Smythe Kung calls
OobliqueO objects, ag44):.

Huehuetla Tepehua
(44) ti'sY%away% [hu! tOa!'otOi]
tils%oaway% [hu!  tOaotexOi
who REL CMTBEOrinkE2SG.SUB:PFV
OWith whom was it that you drank?0

OBLIQUE.OBJ]

(Smythe Kung 2007: 59€

However, objects like these are oblique only in the semantic sense that they are not part of the
basic valency of the verlsyntactically, it is not clear that they are oblique objects in the usual
meaning of the term and, based on descriptions of applied objects in Tlachichilco (Watters
1989), they would probably not be considered OobliqueO by Keenan and Comrie (19d@h, altho
they would still rank below direct objects and above locative adjuncts.

As in Upper Necaxa, locative relatives in Huehuetla Totonac make use of a separate element
meaning OwhereO to introduce the subordinate clause:

Huehuetla Tepehua
(45) wal 'alin ta$pa [hunta! ktapa!sayaw]
wa! ‘alin ta$pa [hunta! ktapal!sayaw Loc]
Foc there.is hill where  1lsusBpas®MPFBLPL.SUB:PFV
OThere is a hill where we pass EO
(Smythe Kung 2007: 598

In Huehuetla, howeverunta: OwhereO, is not homaphas with the interrogative word for
questioning locationgd n"Owhere?0 (Smythe Kung 2007: 567), and in this it differs from Upper
Necaxa Totonac.

There is less information available about headless relatives in Huehuetla. Although Smythe
Kung (2007: 592 writes that these are confined to subjgmttred constructions, there is some
evidence that other types of headless relatives are possible, as shown by the following example
from the text in Smythe Kung (2012):

"I am grateful to an anonymous reviewer for pointing me to this example. The translations of thefgjosses
Spanish in this and subsequent examples from the texts in Levy and Beck (2012) are mine.
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Huehuetla Tepehua

(46) hu! "anul# [hu'ulalta hu! purowi! hu! lapanak]
hu!  ?anu?=¢ hu! ‘'ulal&ta hu! purowi! hu! lapanak  og;
ART that=now REL puttpF  ART pauper ART person N
Owhat the pauper, the person had put thereO

(Smythe Kung 2012: 71, line 2¢

Here, the referent of the heasierelative clause corresponds to the object of the Auub OX
places YO. It may be that the constraint against headless relatives formeesobjewis noted

by Smythe Kung is more of a dispreference than an absolute prohibition, and additional
exampes may surface in future investigations.

Relative clauses in Tlachichilco Tepehua have not been described in detail, although a few
examples and some structural observations about them can be found in Watters (19888120, 461
2, 46'Br2). According to Watter, both externalhheaded47) and headlesgl8) relative clauses
can be formed from any Odirect argumentO of thé® verb:

Tlachichilco Tepehua

(47) nika:)oh [yu! kpu!'mi$] yu!%a wa! 'a$%a
ni ka:)oh [yu!  kBpubminEs “oel]  yul%a wa! ‘anBE$=%a
ART car REL  1suBbviABcomePrv 3PRO FOC gOBEPFV=NOW
OThe car | came in, itOs gone already.O

(48) [yu! kintOa!mi$] wa! kilagah
[yu!  kinEtO&@minEs “ossj] wa! kinBlagah
REL loBXBEcmTEcoméPrv Foc 1posgkinsman
OThe one | came with is my relative(male).O
(Watters 1988: 120

In both of these examples, the target of relativization is an applied object added to the valency of
the verb by an applica®N pu.- Omeans, pathO(47) and ’a:- OcomitativeOQ (@8). Watters
(1988) also presents examples of subj@ot 472) and direebbject centred (p. 462) relative
clauses, but does not mention the possibility of forming relative clauses on locativesexme

As in Huehuetla, in Tlachichilco relative clauses are introduced by an elemerthat is
homophonous with a determiner also used to introduce noun plralesugh, unlike
Huehuetla, Tlachichilco has other determiners as well, and the onevitsaelative clauses is
textually lessfrequent (Watters 1988: 466). This also seems to be true of Pisaflores Tepehua,
judging by the text in MacKay and Trechsel (2012a), where the cognate elemeit,glossed
as OthatO or Othe one thatO when imigockliative clauses, both externaligaded(49) and
headles$50):

8 | have adjusted the format of examples from this source to conform to the mualafe interlinearization
practices followed in Watters (2012).
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Pisaflores Tepehua
(49) maa?alca ?an lapanaak [yiu maala?acaakat]
madarebi=%a an lapanaak [yuu maala?acaabkarbsi ~ oBJ]
EVIDBgOEPFV=CL DET man REL send.OINDEF.SUBEPFV
OThe man that they sent went.O
(MacKay and Trechsel 2012: 111, line 1

(50) miatanahcen [yeewilananc¢aat ?atma?asday]
madtabnahun [yuu tabwilabnarb%aa$ “sus a$ma'astOay]
EviDEBPL.susEell REL 3pPL.suBBsittingbrLEXthere up.there
OsSay those who live in the North.O
(MacKay and Trechsel 2012: 111, line

Both of these relatives, osabjectcentred50) and one objectedentred(49), are introduced by

yuu (glossed here as a relativizer to facilitate comparison), wiB@hshows to be invariant for
number. Judging from some unanalyzed examples in MacKay and Trechsel (2010), Risaflore
may also have relative clauses introduced by the deterrfamerthough this remains to be
confirmed by further investigation.

In summary, then, Tepehua languages use determiners or elements cognate with determiners
to introduce both externallgeaded and headless relative clauses which can be centred on any
type d object; the presence of locatieentred relative clauses has only been substantiated for
Huehuetla Tepehua. There is no evidence for interm@ded constructions in any of these
languages, and all attested examples of relatives thus far followatesditial constituent order
in the embedded clause

3.3Totonac

The Totonac branch of the family is somewhat larger and more ramified than the Tepehua
branch. In the sections below | will begin with the most divergent Totonac language, Misantla,

andthen move on to the Central group, divided up into Northern, Cerro XinolatZpetl, Filomeno

Mata, Lowland, and Sierra subgroups.

Misantla Totonac

Relatively little is known about relative clauses in Misantla. While there is a very good grammar
of Misantla Totonac (MacKay 1999)this work is focused primarily on the phonology and
morphology of the language and does not touch at all on relativization. There are, however, some
unanalyzed examples in MacKay and Trechsel (2005) that are given as translasientiofes

that contain relative clauses in Spanish. These are all extehea@fled constructions and most

are introduced by an element glossed as a determiner in the texts in MacKay and Trechsel
(2012b), as in the example showr(%1).°

° The interinear glosses i(61) and(52) are mine, though | try to follow the glossing conventions used in MacKay
and Trechsel (2012b) as much as possible. The translations from Spanish of the full glosses are mine as well.
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Misantla Totona
(51) tastul hun ¢iska? [hun ikmaqniinit 1$¢ic¢i?]
tab'tubla$ hun  ¢iska? [hun ikBmagn'EniEs $B%0i%" " oed
INCHEOUEPFY  DET  man DET 1suskkillEDATEPFV  3Pos$dog
OThe man whose dog | killed came out.O
(MacKay and Trechsel 2005: 22

The relativeclause in(51) is centred on the applied object of the vertagniini OX kills Y
affecting ZO licensed by the dative applicativelt not clear exactly what rank on the Acdess
bility Hierarchy to assign this object, but MacKay and Trechsel (2008) dhgiieobjects in
Misantla are symmetrical in the sense of Bresnan and Moshi (1990). Thus, presumably, if one
type of object can be relativized then they all can, and accessibility to relativization extends at
least as far down the hierarchy as the lowasked object. The determiner in this construction,
hun, is an obvious cognate of the Huehuetla Tepehua akiicle

There are also two examples of translations of Spanish sentences with exteradéy
relative clauses where the corresponding elemenhdisantla are not introduced by a dete
miner. If these are relative clauses, ldreiown in(52)N would be subjeetentred, and the other
objectcentred:

Misantla Totonac
(52) iklH#min hun "#koe%baq g &Rif)
ikBlalBminbna hun ¢iska? [taqapiiEstan ~ sug]
lsusBcmTBcomdécMT DET  man drunkEPAST
Ol come with the man who was drunk.O
(MacKay and Trechsel 2005: 15

There is also a sentence in the text in MacKay and Trechsel (201H1:4140ne 90) that could
be a determineless subjectentral relative clause, though other interpretations of the structure
are possible. Another possibility is that structures like th52) are in fact internalbheaded
relative clauses with a fronted argument (cf. the Zapotitlfn examglebalow), a hypothesis
which merits further investigation.

It appears from a single example in the text at the end of MacKay (1999) that it may be
possible to form headless relatives introduced by the determiner as well:

Misantla Totonac
(53) katacdy! "Hoe h K'O&R&KI" Y6'traat
kaBxaBougbla($pProu hun  kinBdBiskiBla($) i"Bpaqaat
IRREINCHEremairbPFVECL  DET  1loBEMOMEygiveXtoYBprFv  3posdxlothes
OHe is left (behind), the one who lent me his clothes.O
(MacKay 1999: 447, line 41

Howeve, what appear to be headless relative clauses formed by a somewhat different strategy
are also attested in the text in MacKay and Trechsel (2012b):
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Misantla Totonac
(54) laka:Cukas ma:siyustan tu:t li:tapahanu:i
laka!=%ktkus malsiy"Bstan tult liiEtaBpahanubla($)
NEG=CLBXtill  tell. XEpast what INSTENCHEhappeRPFv
OHe still did not tell what it was that happened.O
(MacKay and Trechsel 2012b: 156, line 1¢

la! kaki!ldy kawan ta:picu li:la:hat
(55) la! kabki:Blaganfti kabvan  tulBpi'=%u li' Ebalh&la($)
no IRRENTNEsee XERSGPFV IRRBEsay.X whabmaybexL  INsTRearn. X@pfv
ONo, go see him so that he might tell you what he earned (his riches) with.O
(MacKay and Trechsel 2012b: 14®B1, line 45)

If these are indeed relative clauses, \&eeha headless subjexntred relative clause (64) and

an (instrumental) objeatentred construction i(65). Both are introduced byu:(z) OwhatO, the
cognate of the Upper Necaxa Aloaman relativizer. Thus, it seems possible that Misantla uses
different relativizers for externaliieaded constructions (and, potentially, internhéaded
constructions if that is the correct interpretation(52) above). However, given that both of

these examples here involve a matrix verb of speakiagiyy OX resunts YO anaan OX says

Y®), another possibility is that we are looking at sentential complements of verbs in the form of
Oembedded questiofs§ubordinate clauses introduced by interrogative words subcategorized
for by a certain class of verb. These wontd be relative clauses in the traditional sense in that
they are not adnominal modifiers (a role filled in Misantla by the deterrheesled constod

tions seen ir{51) above), but it seems like a very small step, both semantically and syntactically,
between the use of constructions like these in the more restrictive context (complement of a
specifc type of verb) to a less restricted use as an argument of verbs in general, making them the
functional equivalent of headless relative clauses in sentencebdiképper Necaxa example in

(18) aboveWhere exactly on this cline the Misantla-constructions are is still uncertain. Even

so, it does seem to be the case that Misantla occupies an intermediate position between Tepehua,
which makes exclusive use of a determiner in relativization, and Upper Necaxa (and other
Totonac languages, a®®Il see below), which has taken an additional step and extended the use
of ti./tu. to adnominal relative constructions. We will return to this issue in settion

Northern Totonac

The only member of the Northern group of the Central Totonac branch trthly that has any
substantial amount of documentation yet, other than Upper Necaxa, is Apapartida.
unsurprisingly, relative clauses in this language closely resemble those in Upper Necaxa,
although the Apapantilla relativizers ageri: and gntu:. The examples iri56) and (57) show
externallyheaded relative clauses with animate heads introducedby

19 A recent paper by Moore (2016), howevdescribes relative clauses for another Northern Totonac language,
Coahuitlfn; it appears that the facts in this language are largely the same as other members of the subgroup.
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Apapantilla Totonac
(56) ciltsd wan ¢isku [anti: tama:wakutun kusi]
CinBl=ts3 wan ¢iska [anti:  tama:waBkutun  ku$i  sug]
arivebPFv=now DET man HREL buyBEDsSD corn
OThe man who wants to buy corn arrived.O
(Reid 1991: 58)

Ciltsd wan ¢isku [anti: Saiqali:ma:]
(57) cinBl=tsa wan ¢iska [antii  SaBPlkByali:Bmad’ "~ os]
arrivebPFv=now DET man HREL PASTBPLSG.SuBBwaitbPROG
OThe man who | am waiting for arrived.O
(Reid 1991.: 58)

The example i1{56) is subjecicentred, while that i§57) is objectcentred(58) shows a subject
centred headless relative clause introducedrny, while (59) shows an objg-centred headless
relative clause with an inanimate referent, introduced biu"

Apapantilla Totonac
(58) anan anti: lex tatsutsunun
anan [antii lex taExsutsubnun ~ susl
exist HREL much 3pPL.suBBEMOK&INDEF.OBJ
OThere are many whoake a lot.0
(Reid et al., n.d.]

ikpa:tsanqa: [antu: kiwani]
(59) ikEpa:tsanqa:BB [antu:  kinBwanbni ol
1sG.susEforgetPFv  NREL  10BJBsayBBEN
Ol forgot what he told me.O
(Reid 1991: 58)

The relativizers here appear to be cosgd, at least etymologically, af/zu. and what was
historically a deictic element, *an (cf. Upper Necaxa gn Omedial nedemonstrative determinerQ).

Fronting of an argument within the relative clause is mentioned as a possibility in Reid et al.
(1963), where the following example is given:

Apapantilla Totonac
(60) anti: le:x lu:wa tasa:kwa iSka:ma:skuxma: lagali:ya:n]
[anti:  le!x luwa  tasackwa  iSEka:Bma:BskuxBma: lagali'yaln ~ sug]
[ HREL much many peon pPASTECAUSBWOrkEPROG  daily
Othe one who employed very many peons daily®
(Reid et al. 1968: 47

The authors note that this type of fronting within a dependent clause is possible when the fronted
element is OemphasizedO or the fronted element contains a quantifiefe@saimve This

1 The gloss in the original is Owho very many workensdsemployingthem dalyO.
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seems in line with the Upper Necaxa data, where fronting in the relative clause correlates with
focalization.

While nothing is said explicitly in my sources about accessibility to relativization, examples
culled from the lexical database compileég missionaries from the Summer Institute of
Linguistics (Reid et al., n.d.) include locatigentred relative clauses introduced d&wfa:

‘where’ (composed of *an and /a: Owhere?0):

Apapantilla Totonac
(61) ka:li:xikwa nak ka:kiwi:n anfa: wi: misin

ka:Hli:xikwa nak kakiwin [anla: wii misin  od]
PLCEfrightening LoC jungle LOCREL sSit jaguar _
Oln the jungle where there there are jaguars (is) a frightening place.O

(Reid et al., n.d..

There are also attestations of possessatred relative clauses:

Apapantilla Totonac
(62) ma:qosamisi:l wan puska:t anti: sputnil iSkaman
ma:qoSami$i:B6 wan puskalt [antii sputEnib$ isBkaman  posd
consol&rrv DET woman HREL finishBBENEPFV  3posdxhild
OHe consoled the womahose child died.O
(Reid et al., n.d..

So it would seem that Apapantilla resembles Upper Necaxa in coveringhtiostAccessibility
Hierarchy.

Cerro XinolatZpetl Totonac

The remainder of the Totonac languages fall into the South Gamdvelnd dvision, which is
comprised by two large branches encompassing an undetermined number of variants, Lowland
and Sierra, and two individual languages, Cerro XinolatZpetl and Filomeno Mata, which appear
to be peripheral to either of these branches. The niasigent of the two, Cerro XinolatZpetl, is
virtually undescribed and what information we have about relatives in this language comes from
the text in Andersen (2012), which contains two examples of relative clauses, one with an
animate external hed@3),and the other a headless relative with an inanimate ref@&#nt

Cerro XinolatZpetl Totonac
(63) iSyanan Ca:tim taqo: [ti: Steweni laqéges]
i8Byanan ¢a:Btum tiqo: [tiin  isEtabwarbn’ lagee+as  og]
PASTEArrive cLFBone old.woman HREL PASTEBPL.SUBEsayEBEN Laqotsas
OThere was an old woman they called OLagotsasO.0
(Andersen 2012182, line 2)
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(64) [tu: iSyal] tkuni:th¢a:
[tuln  isByanBli “sug]  tkuyaEnji:t=¢4:
NREL PASTEQOBEPFV burrEPF=now
OThe one who came out burned up.0
(Andersen 2012: 193, line 4°

These examples are, respectively, subj@et) and objecicentred(63), and make use af.:n and
tu:n relativizers.

Filomeno Mata Totonac

Filomeno Mata phonology and morphology are described in McFarland (2009), but this work
does not address relativization; however, several examples of relative clausesaloimppe
text in McFarland (2012). The example (B5) is an externaliheaded objeetentred relative
introduced by the nehuman relativizeriu= (analyzed by McFarland as a clitic):

Filomeno Mata Totonac
(65) tapuuwin ami ,t'xi [tuu"maa"tumtak E]
taBpuuwin amt txi  [tuu="Bma&'tubmadkan ol
3pL.suBBthink this road NREL=PASTECAUSBOUEPROGEREFL
OThey think, this road that they were building EO
(McFarland 2012: 276, line 31

In (66) we see a headless subjeentred relative clauseitiy an animate referent:

Filomeno Mata Totonac
(66) [ti"tamaat$aawan’ mikina]
[tii:i" Brabmad&x$aawaiii mikina _SUB]
HREL=PASTEBPL.SUBECAUSPwalkEbAT  machine
Othe ones who drove the machines®
(McFarland 2012: 274, line 2z

(67) shows a headless objemntred relative clause with an inanimegéerent:

Filomeno Mata Totonac
(67) [,tuu"kaamaqgsk’'ma 'ami 'aqsgawin’i]
[tuu="EkacBmadpskinBmaa amt agbsgawbn’i ol
NREL=PASTEPL.OBJEDbOdVEASKEPROG this headiwistEaGT
Owhat this devil asked them forO
(McFarland 2012: 275, line 3¢

There are also some examples of locatigatred relative clauses such as th468):
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Filomeno Mata Totonac
(68) pa)atsenatawa'nin 'ami 'fntsa ks'pi [$aa'"tata 'aqtseq—o mikina]

para tsibnaEtabwva"Enan amfi intsa kbBs'pi
if wellBFuTEBPL.SUBBIIgENDEF.0BJ  this  here  LocEnill
[$aa=FraExabacetsibyoo mikina  Lod]

_ LOCREL=PASTEBPL.suBEMIDEheadhidebror  machine __
Oif they could dig on that hill where the machines got stuckO
(McFarland 2012: 272, lines {D12)

The relative clause here is introdudeyl the locative relativizefaa=, likely cognate with the
relativizing elementg. used in the locativeentred relative clauses in Upper Necaxé3) and

0 above In total, there are 31 instances of relative clauses itetten McFarland (2012) and

while this is a very small sample on which to make generalizations about constituent order, in all
but one of the examples the relativizing clitic attaches to a verbal erarbal predicate, and in

one case (p. 274, line 4it Jattaches to an adverbial element glossed as OnowO preceding the verb,
suggesting that there is at least a strong preference for relatives clauses to be jméditcate

Lowland Totonac

For the Lowland group, we have only information from CerroClelb—n (a.k.a. Papantla
Totonac), once again gleaned from texts (Levy 2012). In this language, we appear to find a
structural distinction between externaligaded and headless relative clauses. An externally
headed objeetentred relative clause is illuated in(69):

Cerro del Carb—n Totonac
(69) ama: saqat [ni:ma ka:maqstaqni:ta]
amif! siqgat [ni'ma ka®Bmaq"tadni'tarb P
that  tall.grass REL PL.OBJEleavebPFEPSG.SUB
Othat tall grass that you leftO
(Levy 2012: 355, line 37

The head of the relative clause heradgar Otall grass@n inanimate noun; ifi70) we see a
subjectcentred relative clause with a plural animate head:

Cerro del Carb—n Totonac
(70) ama: ¢isSkuwin [ni:ma iStalaya:na iStampi:n kiwi] mat tawan ...

ami! ciskubw'In [nilma i"BtaBlayabEna SuB
that marbrL REL PASTEBPL.SUBEDe.standingsT.PL
I"Btamp’n kiwi] mat tabwanbyal

_ 3posfundeENMLZR tree  QTV  3PL.suBBsay.iIMPF
OThe men that were at the foot of the tree said EO
(Levy 2012: 392, line 189

In both examples, the relative clause is intitl by ni:ma, which varies neither with the
animacy nor the number of the head of the relative construction. The texts contain 14 examples
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of externallyheaded relative clauses, all of which are subjectobjectcentred, and in all of
which the relativier immediately precedes the verb.
Headless relatives, on the other hand,susandri:, as in(71) and(72):*?

Cerro del Carb—n Totonac
(71) E i"lilm’n [tu! i"ga!$ani't]
i"Bli'm’n [tu! i"Bga!$imniltin e
PASTEDring NREL PASTEsteabPF
OE (each) brought what he had stolen.O
(Levy 2012: 396891, line 182)

(72) Eti! i"kalmagpalwan’!t
[ti! I"EkalPbmadbpalwaniltin _po]
NREL  PASTEPL.OBJBCAUSEDOrrowerr
OE those from whom he had borrowed.O
(Levy 2012: 417, line 62

Both the examles here are objecentred, but a search through the 19 examples in the texts
reveals that there are subjeeintred clauses as well as clauses centred on what Levy (2002)
analyses as secondary objects. All but one of the examples, sh@w®),ihas theembedded

verb in absolute claugaitial position:

Cerro del Carb—n Totonac
(73) gasmata [tu: ama: kilwama conejo] mat iti:t tiksli ama: uspi

ga"magya! [tu! ami! kifbwvarbmah conejo  pg mat
hear.it:1/BMPF  NREL that mouttBsay.iEPROG1/3 rabbit QTV

it tik"Bli ami! u"pi

IDPH fartbprv  that  alligator
OHglistens towhat the rabbit is saying and, pbbt, the alligaftots.O

(Levy 2012: 464, line 255

In (73), the verbkitwama Osay somethingO is preceded by a demonsirativ®thatO; however,

it isnOt entirely clear what the role of the demonstrative is isghtence. One possibility is that

it expresses the object (what the rabbit is saying), in which case this is an example of an
internally-headed relative clause. Another possibility is thatimd. functions as a unit, forming

a demonstrative relativizethis is an interesting example and structures like these clearly merit
further investigation.

Sierra Totonac
For the Sierra group, there are a few examples of relative clauses from Olintla Totonac found

in the text in Tino (2012). On the whole, thesserable the Northern Totonac pattern found in
Upper Necaxa and Apapantilla, in which both exterrflpded and headless relative clauses are

2 These are glossed by Levy ds.gueO Othat whichO antig@eO Othe one thatO, respectively. IOve glossed them as
NREL andHREL to facilitate comparison with the other languages in the paper.
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introduced by a relativizer that varies according to animacy. Exteifima#lged constructions are
illustrated in(74) and(75):*3

Olintla Totonac
(74) E ,t-.mal! li/.g/ma!ni ma! [.,tu ma!0.ke!ka] .qltw-$
tami! lilBgimalni ma! [tu  malOkAka ~osj] qodDwabsi
that INSTEplay JINCT PTCL NREL QiveBINDEF.SUB:PFV __  drinkbeabrrv
OE.he swallowed the toy that they gaomm.O
(Tino 2012: 299, line 14

(75) !sq"ta 9o [B6" " ma In(ni] E
sqfta2 t0o [t gamalnin sus ]
baby pPTCL HREL playimpr INCT
OE the baby that was playing EO
(Tino 2012: 308, line 41

These examples depart slightly from patteneDve seen previously in that the head noun is
separated from the relativizet; or ti, by elements glossed as OparticlesO; however, there are
other examples in the text where the head noun is immediately adjacent to the relativizer (e.g., p.
309, line 42 p. 310, line 63). Note that we have both subj€¢tb) and objecicentred(74)
relative clauses here in these examples.

Headless relatives introduced fayands are also attested:

Olintla Totonac
(76) .pus .,t00 n-.tluwja [.,tu kuni.ja!n]
pus t0o naEtluwibalEr [tu kBwarEnigj$'en " os]
well pPTCL FUTEMakeDMPFERSG.SUB NREL 1sSG.suBBsaypBENEMPFEROBJ
OWell then youOll do what | say.O
(Tino 2012: 314, line 56

(77) .pi! .ni! .ni! nil.to a.n-ni .3pe .lalntla [.,ti .,tla!n Ota!tOu.win-$]

pi! ni! ni! nilt— anin i pe I$!ntla2
since NEG NEG NEG be JNCT since how
[ti tlaln  EaBxOuw’ nambi " os]

_ HREL well PAsTECMTEspealfPFv 3
OSince no, no, there was no one that she could tallowith
(Tino 2012: 300, line 16

Both of these examples are objeentred. Exampl€77)is of note in that it shows the embedded
verb preceded by an adverbidk:n Owell®, which is the source of the OcouldO in the translation.
This indicates that Olirdl, like Huehuetla Tepehua and Upper Necaxa, preserves therped
positioning of adverbial elements inside relative clauses.

3 The second word in examp(@4), li:gdma:n, is a nomimlization of the verlydma:n OX playsO; the prefix is
an instrumental nominalizer, and is homophonous with the instrumental appli¢atias it is in several languages
of the Central group.

Linguistic Discovery 14.1:1-45



Beck 29

The nearby language of Huehuetla Totonac is described in Troiani (2004), which does not
address relativization directly but pides a few examples in texts. Only headless relative
clauses are attested at all for this language, and these make usenoftioe: relativizers.
Exampleg78)illustrates a headless relative with an inanimate reféfent:

Huehuetla Totonac
(78) paksmaqg$timin [tuku kiSwimpalt]
paks mag$tmakn [tuEku kitbvarBpalt " oB]
all removédMPFEROBJ  NRELBXtill  lipsBsaypmMPF:2SG.SuB
OsheOs taking away from you everything that you are saying.O
(Troiani 2004: 128, line 18

Of note in examplé€78) is the combination of the relativizer with the suffix (most likely a clitic

in morphosyntactic termsku OstillO (Fr. OencoreO). The corresponding element in Upper Necaxa,
=kus, IS not attested in combination with the relativizers, though it combines witdearange

of other elements. While most of the examples in these texts show the relativizer combining with
-ku, examples lik€79) show that this is not obligatory:

Huehuetla Totonac
(79) E magkats’y [tu lilagatalawilikan’!t ktsi']
macdEkatsby [tu lilBlagebrtlabw’lab Ekarbnilta "EXsi’ ol
CAUSEKNnOWERSP HREL INSTEfrontBjamBsitbrRNSEsUB.SUPHEPF  3PposEmother
OE he went to find out what his mother had been shut inside with.O
(Troiani 2004: 135, line 27

The relative clause here has an inanimate referent, the knowledge of the Actor in the matrix
clause. The example {80)illustrates a headless relative clause with an animate referent:

Huehuetla Totonac
(80) tsukoeka kilk"kaniptikce malstawan’ka], kawisa tSawakan’t
tsoekbkarb ki'Buk' $kanbyaboi [tiEku
begirbsUB.SUPHEROR DIRBsedsuUB.suPAEASPEhere  HRELEstill
maBstakwdniEkanEs “ oy kawisa t$twakanbnilta
cAusbwake.ufnPPLESUB.SUPEROR boy makesuB.SUPFEPF
OTRy began to come see the one that had been given life, a boy had been mad
(Troiani 2004: 147, line 17

The second clause at the end of this exantpledsa ttawakani:t, is glossed in the original as a
relative clause Othe boy that has been madeé® setitoff from the rest of the utterance by a
prosodic boundary (O//O) which 10ve represented in the transcription line as a comma; however,
there is no relativizer in the Totonac and the indefinite actors in the first clause (the unspecified
group thais coming to see the boy) and the final clause (the unspecified actor that made the boy)
are not the same, whereas identity of unspecified actors would be expected within the confines of
a single sentence. The possibility remains that this is indeed tagigraelative construction of

“The translations of the glosses from French are mihe.r@lativizers are glossed as interrogatives in the original.
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the type seen in Misantla {52), although to date no further evidence that this structure might
exist in Huehuetla Totonac, or any other Sierra or Central Totonac language, has been found.

Turning to the Totonac spoken @eelonacaxtla, we find half a dozen examples of relative
clauses in the text in Romin Lobato (2012). These show the familiar Sierra pattern of externally
headed and headless relatives introduced by relativizers that distinguish the animacy of the head
of the relative clause, although the relativizers have a slightly different form. The inanimate
relativizer (81) is given astuku (cf. the Huehuetla form ir{78) above), while the animate
relativizer istitfi (82).

Ozelonacaxtla Totonac
(81) ... miliwti [tuku putsapa:t]
miBliwat [ [tuku  putsabpa:t P
2rpos€food JINCT NREL look.forEPROA2SG.SUB
Othe food that you are looking for®
(Romin Lobato 2012: 329, line 3

(82) pus mat ‘wanitfu ti'ma: tfif 'ku: ['titfi 'kskuhmah] ...
pus mat wani=tOu tima: tfifku u [tit0i kBskuHbmaah ~ sug]
will  QTv say=PTCL DIST hombre JINCT HREL PASTDWOrkEPROG
OWell, he said to the man that was working EO
(Romin Lobato 2012: 331, line 3

There is currently not enough data to determine if these arallgaunanalyzed combinations of
a relativizer and some other element, as we saw in Huehuetla Totonac, or if these are in fact
fixed forms derived diachronically from such sources.
The examples i§81) and (82) are object and subjectentred, respectivel It also appears
from an example given in Romin Lobato (2008) that possesstred relatives are possible:

Ozelonacaxtla Totonac
(83) ni par wa:Cu li:talagaputsicu ¢iska: [ti¢i: Spuska:ti Swant]
ni pa) wa=cu li:BxaBlagaputsi=¢u ¢iska-u [ti%Hh
NEG if FOC=CL INSTEINCHBPwoOrry=cL marfINCT HRELEINCT
§Q)uské1:ta' " poss !PBwabn !t]
3rposwvomarbINCT PASTEDEEPF
OThe an whose wife she was also didnOt get into trouble.O
(Romin Lobato 2008: 67

This is an interesting example because the target of relativization is the possessor of the
complement of the copular verb rather than of its argument.

Of particular note inte Ozelonacaxtla data is the following example, in which it appears that
one of the arguments of the embedded clause intervenes between the verb and the relativizer:
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Ozelonacaxtla Totonac
(84) ... Spuska:ti [tit[i waja tlawkah]

"Bpuskalti [titOi waja tlawaEkah — p(]
3rposHDwvoman HREL hawk make
INDEF.SUB

OE the wife of the one they turned into a hawk.O
(Romin Lobato 2012: 341, line 9

In (84) we see that the noumgjg Ohawkbhe object of the vertld waOX makes Y into 28,
immediately follows the relativize#t/i, separating it from the verb. This would appear to be an
example of argument fronting inside the relative clause, although another possibilitysigjthat
OhawkRere is not an ordinary object but some kind of predicate complement occupying-the pre
verbal slot normally taken by secondary predicates. This will have to remain an open question,
pending further investigation.

Relative clauses in Zapotitlfn Totonacr(@iimes referred to in the literature as OSiaraO
OHighland TotonacO) are described in an article by E. Aschmann (1984), although the scope of
that paper and the range of constructions discussed under the heading of Orelative clauseO is
somewhat broader than ours is here. Drawing on the descriptitims paper and on unanalyzed
examples contained in the lexical database compiled by H. Aschmann (n.d.a), it can be seen that
Zapotitltn strongly resembles the other Sierra languages in most respects. Exteamddi
relatives are introduced hy andru. relativizers that distinguish animacy, and may be subject
(85) or objectcentred(86):

Zapotitl¥n Totonac
(85) E sqaawd' [#i"tagdand' lakisi%
sqata wa" [ti! tagalana! lakaEoilb ~ susl
baby that.one HREL with.difficulty facebarriveherdrrv
OE a baby that was born with great difficultyO
(H. Aschmann, n.d.a

(86) liyanqo:y Smura:tkan wa: ["tu: ™"pu:muhu:qo:y $li:Sqatnakan]

[lyanbyo:By IBmura:iEkdn wa! [tu! pu!muhubyo:By
takeEBPLBMPF  3PosEbadiPL.PO  that.one NREL  put.intdBBPLBIMPF
I8li:3qatnabkan "~ oB]
3posdstakdrL.PO

OThey take along their shoulder bags in which they put their stakes.®
(E. Aschmann 1984: 2C

Of particular note in these constructions is the presence of the elemeantervening between
the head noun and the relativizer. This is an extremely frequent feature of relative constructions
in Zapotitlfn, so much so that H. Aschmann (n.d.a) analyzes the relativizersrnas and

!5 Note that this analysis of the verb is based on the Spanish gloss given in the afigjnalconvertieron en

gavilan. Another possibility, suggested by the fact that the cognatetiard OX makes YO in most other Totonac
languages is only bivalent, is that the relative is more accurately rendered as Othe wife of the hawk that was made
(i.e., created)O. In this case, we would have an example of a possessa internalsheaded relatie clause.
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wa.ntu:, respectively; however, there are exdes (se€92) below where the relativizer appears
without wd " and in E. AschmannOs (1984) article is treated as a separate focus partitle.
Comparison with probable cognates in other Totonacan languages shows that this element is
likely derived fom a demonstrative element of some kind.

E. AschmannOs article also provides examples of locatitteed(87) and possessarentred
(88) relative clauses:

Zapotitltn Totonac

(87) ... nama:lagsputuya: yuma: nka:¢iki:n ["tani: nakana:m]
naBbma:Blagsputbu:Bya: y!im a# n=ka:¢iki:n
FuTBcAausBexpireBcAusBIMPF:2SG.suB  that.thing LOCREL=town

[ tani: naBkEanba4 Lod

_ LOCREL FUTBLSG.SUBBJOBIMPFEIPL.SUB __
OE you will destroy that village we are going t0.O
(E. Aschmann 1984: 2C

(88) na: tiantsax tasanikan yuma wa: [*ti: $¢iSku]
na! tiEanBtsax tasabnibkan yuma  wa' [ti! "B0i"ku ~ posd
alsopATHBgoEnow callBBENEINDEF.SUB this.one that.one HREL 3posfhusband_
OSomeone also went to call the one who was her husband.O
(E. Aschmann 1984: 14

The locative relativizer i{87) is notable in that it differs from the locative interrogative,
Owhere?0, whereas Upper Necaxa uses the same form to introduce locative relatives as it uses t
guestion locations.

Headless relativeappear to be built along similar lines to externbgded constructions.
Headless subjedentred relative clauses with animate and inanimate referents are illustrated in
(89) and(90):

Zapotitl¥n Totonac
(89) wa' [#i" tsukuqd&'$li"pdwanqdy Jesces]
wd' ti! tsukubyo: E6 li' Bpalwarbgd'By Jesces  sug
FOC HREL begirBBPLEPFV INSTEfeel.trusEBPLEMPF  Jesus
OThose that began to trust in Jesus.O
(H. Aschmann, n.d.a

(90) wa' [#u" $maktawdkdy]
wa' [tu! I BmakExabwakaby ~ susl
that.one NREL PASTEbodyEbcsEbe.higidmPF
Owhat was on his body (i.e., what he was wearing)O
(H. Aschmann, n.d.a

| have adjusted the transcription and analysis of the examples from H. Aschm#) end onwards in
accordance with E. AschmannOs interpretation. It should also be noted that while E. Aschmann!'teéts &

Ofocus particleO in her testie glosses it as Othat oneQ in her interlinearizations, a practice IOve followed here. Given
that E. Aschmann only provides welelel glosses, | have also expanded her analyses by parsing out merpheme
level constituents of words.
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Headless objeatentred relative clauses are showi(Gh) and(92):.

Zapotitl¥n Totonac
(91) kit nakputsaniya:n ["ti: nata:tapu:Cuwaya]
kit naEkBputsdnibyaln [ti! naBXa:tapu:cuwabya ol
|  FuTBlsc.susBlook.forEBENDMPFEROBJ HREL FUTEmMarryBMPF.2SG.SUB
Ol will look for the one whom you will marry.O
(E. Aschmann 1984: 9

(92) ni ma:Aami:l [tu: Spuwani:t]
ni maEbawdni!Bh [tu! SEpuwanEn!"t ogg
NEG cAusbmakeébcAusEPFy  NREL  PASTEXhinkErF
OHe did not accomplish what he had planned.O
(E. Aschmann 1984: 3

Note that these last examples lack the focus pastigleand show clearly that it is a separable
element from the relativizers andzu..

A final example drawn from E. Aschmann (1984) is of special interest here, as it seems to be
an example of both a fronted argument and of an interhabiyled relative claugé:

Zapotitl¥n Totonac
(93) ma!" "$lwanti!"al y#mMeb[%u! &ilwat &ilminikan'!t]

ma!" "Bulwahti!$a! yuma [,tu! "Blilwat
perhaps pPAsTEIncreasé&nmB this.one HREL  3pos$£food
I 8li:minEniEkankni:t]
PASTEDIiNgEBENEINDEF.SUBEPF

OPerhaps this food that they had brought him eveinicreasing.O
(E. Aschmann 1984: 14

Here we see a fronted objegt;wat Ohis/her foodO, immediately following the relativizer; this
object is also the referent of the clause itself, making the construction intdreatled. Its
positioning in font of the verb most likely implies some sort of focalization. It is unclear at this
time whether the elemenimg Othis oneO would also be considered an exteailrather than
a determiner introducing a headless NP), although this seems liketythatein other examples
this word appears to be a demonstrative pronoun. If this analysis turns out to be (@8})ect,
would be an example of what Dryer (2013) refers to as a OcluedodedO relative clause, a
pattern attested in only one of the 824 laanges in his sample.

The last language for which any information is available is Coyutla Totonac, although the
data in this case is somewhat problematic. The lexical database complied by H. Aschmann
(n.d.b) contains on the order of 1,800 examples of whadar to be relative clauses; however,

"' My assessment of thistructure differs from E. Aschmann®s, who treats it as a recursive embedding in which the
verb followingsli:wat Onhis foodO is subordinated in a paratactic relative construction; however, the gloss given by E.
Aschmann, Operhaps this food of his whidy throught to him just kept on increasingO, does not show recursive
embedding (i.e., she does not gloss it as Othis one that is his food that they had brought himO).
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these sentences are all translations of isolated lines of Biblical text, rather than spontaneous
spoken language. Thus, while we can draw inferences about structure from these sentences,
conclusions about certain tlgse such as constituent order, which is highly susceptible to
influence from the source language during translation, must be considered extremely tentative.

In Coyutla, there seem to be two sets of relativizers used for forming relative clauses. The
overwhémingly most common strategy is the useswafniu andwa.nti as inanimate and animate
relativizers, respectively, in both externaligaded and headless constructions. The following
example illustrates both an externatigaded and a headless subjanited relative'®

Coyutla Totonac
(94) tunuh "tkee [veahti ! &adhin] y tunu [wahti #gaBiin]
tunuh !"#koe [walnti ¢ana:nan " sugl Y tunu [walnti
each man  HREL plantiNDEF.OBJ and each HREL
"galnfn ~ sugl

_ harvesbnDEF.OBI N
OEach man thplants and each that harvests.O
(H. Aschmann, n.d.b

The structures here appear to be very much in line with what we have seen so far in Sierra and
Northern Totonac. On closer analysis, the animate relativizer (as in Zapotitl0, sden/é
appears to be, at least etymologically, composed of separate elements, anaindeegiven
an entry and defined as a relative pronoun in the database, which also contains five examples of
relative clauses introduced by this pafrelementswa itself is defined as a pronoun meaning
Othat which is referred toO and is cognate with demonstrative elements across the language family
(including the Zapotitltmvd ). The /n/ inwa:nti is quite probably an effect of prenasalization at a
phrase boundary, which is a common prosodic feature in Sierra Totonac languages (P. Levy,
p.c.; see also McQuown 1990, Rom#n Lobato 2008, McFarland 2009, and the examples from
Filomeno Mata and Sierra languages above). This hypothesis is supporteddngtherling of
the vowel, another prosodic feature of certain phrase boundaries. Whether distributionriof
andwa ti is predictable on prosodic grounds, in which case it is a synchronic alternation, or if
wa.nti has been lexicalized as a unit and theice is governed by other principles is a question
that will have to wait for access to more naturalistic spoken data.

Some support for thea. nti form being lexicalized comes from an examination of theiinan
mate relativizewa:ntu, which does not show gralternation with a hypotheticala ru form (nor
is wa tu given an entry in H. AschmannOs databg®8). and (96) show, respectively, an
externallyheaded and a headless subanitred relative clause introducedwy:ntu:

Coyutla Totonac
(95) naklakama!"tuyf!n tama akcu poq"ni [wa!ntu lakatanu!mz!n]
naEkBlakabma!"tubyalbn tama akcu poqQ"ni
FUTBLSG.suBEfaceEremovdmprEROB)  that  small dust
[walntu lakaBtanuBmakn ~ sug]

_ NREL facebenteEPROGEROB) .
Ol will remove (for) you that small bit@ust that is in your eye.O
(H. Aschmann, n.d.b

8 The interlinearizations and translations from the Spanish are mine.
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(96) ni:ta kala:Aawanitit [wa:ntu ni:Aa:n]
ni'tee  kaBlaBlawabnittit [walntu ni'Bbaln  sug
no.way OPTERCFEMakéBENERPL.SUB NREL  NEGEgood _
Oln no way do to each other that which is not good.O
(H. Aschmann, n.d.b

The embedded clause(®6)is a copular clause with an adjectival predicate.

In addition to subjeetentred relativeelauses like those above, objeeintred relative clau
es of both types are attested, as are a few possmssg®@d relatives such g97), introduced by
wa:ntu, and(98), introduced bywa.nti:

Coyutla Totonac
(97) lata#atuku yak$vi walntu nil tawakay %awika kamilkin
lata__%a tuku ya  klwi [walntu ni!  tabwakaby IBrawakat  posd
anything type tree NREL NEG INCHEbe.higlmpPF 3pos$Efruit
kd'mi"EkEn

_ fellbnDEF.sUB N N
OThey cut down any kind of tree whose fruit isnOt hanging (on it).O
(H. Aschmann, n.d.b

(98) E | ak!'"tkuw $ [wasti lakli$kahnit sapuwashk 4]
lakP"#kubwiln  [walnt lakBli!"kahnit sEtapuwalikdn  posd
PLEMmartrL HREL  APLEhorrible 3pos£thoughfrL.po
OE people whose thoughts are badO
(H. Aschmann, n.d.b

Thus it seems that Coyutla has access to nearly the full range of the Accessibility Hierarchy.

Anothe feature of the Coyutla data is that there are a few examples of-obregctd relative
clauses in which the subject precedes the embedded verb, such as the ekieadalllyrelative
in (99).

Coyutla Totonac
(99) a!ma tapt"k#!t [wa!ntu Dios kinkal!fat#!niltin]
alma tapf'k"#t [walntu Dios kinka!ma!"k#!niltfn " sd]
that love NREL  God loBJBrL.O0BIEgiveBPFEROBJ
Othe love that God has given usO
(H. Aschmann, n.d.b

In this example, the verhinka:ma:skini:tan Os/he has given it to usPreceded by its subject,

Dios OGodO. If100), the verbwan’pd "tOyou are saying it about him/herQ is preceded by a
seconedperson singular independent pronowus;
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Coyutla Totonac
(100) ... klagapasa [wa:nti wi$ wanipa:t]
kBlagapaka [walnti  wi"  warbniBpd'tx " PO

];SES.SUBE](FIOWDMPF HREL you SaﬁE~NDDROGZSUBEQSG.SUB
OE | know the person you are referring t0.O
(H. Aschmann, n.d.b

As noted above, however, this data should be handled cautiously when it comes to drawing
conclusions about pab$e word order, given that these sentences are translations, which even in
fluent bilinguals are notoriously vulnerable to interference from the source language when it
comes to constituent ordering. Nevertheless, sentences like these strongly suggasiitha
permits the fronting of arguments inside relative clauses.

Another relative or relativéke construction that turns up with some frequency in the €oyu
la data is a construction introduceds#}y: (animate) oruku (inanimate):

Coyutla Totonac
(101) tiku la!ap"#! &
tiku la labp!"# lEgd'dnan
someone how DTVEfirst PASTEsteabINDEF.OBJ
Oone that before (now) would steal®
(H. Aschmann, n.d.b

(102) ni! lay tuku ts"!q #awakin
ni! laby tuku ts!"q S5awd&kan
NEG dobmprF something hidden makeébNDEF.SuB
OThere is nothing that is done in secret.0
(H. Aschmann, n.d.b

These constructions are invariably translated as relative clauses and seem to consistently have an
indefinite reference. Bothiku andruku combine with he negatives. to form the expressions for
OnobodyO and OnothingO, indicating that they are likely, at least in origin, indefinite pronouns. If
these are indeed native relative clauses (as opposed 4matioa formations created under the
pressure of tmaslating Biblical text), this is the first evidence we have of a distinction between
headless relative clauses with definite and indefinite referents.

4. Conclusions: Diachronic and synchronic perspectives

Although the data surveyed in the precedingisestis fragmentary and, for many languages, we

can only draw tentative conclusions based on a handful of examples, a family profile does seem
to be emerging. It appears that all Totonacan languages can form extbeaald, post
nominal relatives with gap in the embedded clause. Headless relative clauses are also attested
in all the languages surveyed. Externddgaded constructions seem to have access to a fairly
broadrange of the Accessibility Hierarchy: objemntred constructions are attesteddib of the
languages and, given that all of the languages for which numerous examples are available (Upper
Necaxa, Apapantilla, Zapotitlfn, and Coyutla) go down the hierarchy at least as far as possessor
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centred constructions, it seem likely that thisetyf relative is not attested for the others simply
due to the lack of data.

The presence of internallyeaded relative clauses is unequivocally attested only in Upper
Necaxa, although there are examples of what could be interpreted as inteeaaktonstric-
tions in Misantla(52), Cerro del Carb—i3)and Zapotitl¥n(93) as well. Good evidence for
argument fronting is seen in Upper Necaxa, Apapantilla, and Cerro del Carb—n, and the data
suggest that it may be possible in Misantla, Ozelonacaxtlatiddppand Coyutla. Given that
fronted arguments in languages where we do have evidence for it are subject to rather specific
discourseconditions, it again seems probable that fronting is also an option in some or all of the
other languages in the familgnd we might expect it to turn up as more data comes in.

The only structural distinction that correlates with a major phylogenetic grouping is whether
or not the relative clause is introduced by a dedicated relativizer that agrees in animacy with its
heal. In Tepehua, relative clauses are introduced by an invariant element homophonous with a
determiner (or one of the detemars) used in noun phrases, whereas Central Totonac languages
make use of the./tu: relativizers (or variants of these). Misantighich occupies a coordinate
branch with respect to Central Totonac, seems to have both types of structure, although there are
only clear attestations of the dedicated relativizers being used in what are either headless relative
constructions or are complemt clauses resembling English embedded questions. It is also of
interest that in Cerro del Carb—n, our only representative of the Lowland group, there appears to
be a structural distinction between externdéibaded and headless relative clauses as wigtl,
the ti./tu: relativizers again found in the headless constructions. In Cerro del Carb—n, however,
the element used to introduce externdéigaded relatives does not appear to be part of the
regular determiner system, and so this may not be a cogmat&uction with the Misantla or
Tepehua determindreaded relatives, but rather a later innovdlian least as far as as the
origins of the relativizer are concerned. However, the use of the forms in Cerro del Carb—n
headless relatives does sedeady linked to the use of these forms in the Misantla Oembedded
questionO pattern.

The link to embedded questions is also apparent in the diachronic origingiofitheelativ-
izer itself. As noted above, the Upper Necaxa relativizers are homophuritbushe am
mate/inanimate interrogative pronouns in that language, and a look across the(Tauvligy 1
below) shows that this is a consistent pattermi:Au: animacy distinction in the interrogatives is
found in all the Totonac languages and tradei$ i@main in Tepehua; in much of the Totonac
branch of the family, the forms of the relativizers and interrogatives are, if not identical, then
clearly etymologically relatedindeed, as seen ifable 1 the interrogatives and rehatiers are
homophonas in five of the languages of the Central Totonac gkoupper Necaxa, Filomeno
Mata, Olintla, Huehuetla, and Zapotitlfn. In Cerro del Carb—n, the iateescareriku and
tuku (cf. the Ozelonacaxtla inanimate relativizerku), and the Coyutla relaizers used in
indefinite relatives ir(101)and0 aboveare likely based, at least diachronically,zbrandzu. as
well. In Apapantilla, the animate interrogativerisand the inanimate iscu:N again, the latter
form seems likely due to the combination of and some other element (cf. Upper Necaxa
cu? Owhat (thing)?0). In Misantla, the Owhat?0 interrogativenis the Owho?0 interrogative,
ti;yu, is almost certainly derived fromr. The Tepehua languages the most part seem to have
preserved onlyi: interrogative forms, erasing the animacy distinction in questions; however,
both the Pisaflores (MacKay and Trechsel 2012a) and Tlachichilco (Watters n.d) lexica list
Owhat?0 interrogatives that appear toicantdt seems a fairly trivial step at this point to posit
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both *ti! and*tu! interrogatives and an animacy distinction in information questions for-proto
Totonacan.

Interrogative Relativize
o tisincéa Owhat?0
Tlachichilco (alsotuciciinéa Owh&O)
tizs Owhat?0 DET
TEPEHUA Huehuetla rici OWho?®
Pisaflores ti:su Owhat?, who?0
(alsotu:tsi:patsun Owhat?

. tizyu Owho?0 DET/
Misantla tu: Owhat?0 tu:(t)

. ti: Owho?0 '#$%&
Apapantilla tucu: Owhat?0 antu:
Upper Necaxa ti: Owho?0 ti:

PP tu: Ovhnat?0 tu:

. ti: Owho?0 ti:
Filomeno Mata tu: Owhat?0 tu:
Olintla, ti Owho?0 ti

ToToNAC [Huehuetla tu Owhat?0 tu
[no data] tici
OzelonacaXtIa tu OWhat'?é lekLl
. ti: Owho?0 ti:
Zapotitltn tu: Owhat?0 tu:
Covutla tiku Owho?0 wa:nti
y tiku Owhat?0 wa:ntu
tiku Owho?0 t:
Cerrodel Carb—tﬁku Awhat?0 tu.x
nima

Table 1: Totonacan interrogative pronouns and relativizers

The diachronic origins of the/tu: relativizers in interrogative pronouns naturally returns us
to the issue, raised at the beginninghi$ paper, of the nature of the relativizers in the symehro
ic grammars of the various languages. Given the familiarity of languages where interrogatives
are homophonous with genuine relative pronouns, it might be tempting to declare Oonce a
pronoun, alwgs a pronoun.O However, things arenOt quite that simple. Whilgtiheelativ-
izers do seem pronotlike in that they encode a category, animacy, that belongs to nouns, it
should be noted that the animacy distinction (humaninonan) here is a semantategory that
manifests itself only in the interrogatives/relativizers and can not be considered an inflectional
category of Totonacan nouns or pronouns in general. On the other hand, case, the category most
commonly associated with relative pronounsghia literature (e.g., Comrie and Kuteva 2013), is
an inflection of nouns or pronouns in those languages that are analyzed as having relative
pronouns. The main reason that caswking is often considered diagnostic for relative
pronouns is that case givesgert clues to the syntactic relations between the pronominal element
and a governing velbspecifically, for relative pronouns, the casmarking reflects the
argument relations between the head of the relative construction and the verb in the embedded
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clause. Complementizers, however, are not arguments of the verbs contained by the clauses they
introduce, nor are they expected to be affected by the embedded verbOs government pattern: their
primary function is to govern the subordinated clause as a whosggrial subordination, and,
frequently, to demarcate one of the boundaries of the subordinated construction.

2awacan ‘boys’

Zawacan ‘boys’

ti: ‘that (person)’

liztatsé?- ‘hide behind’
0O

liztatsé?- ‘hide behind’
tsi: ‘mother’

tsir “‘mother’

0

externally-headed with externally-headed with

complementizer relative pronoun
Figure 3: Difference between a relative pronoun and a complementizer

In the Totonacan languages, unfortunately, case iseristent and sostpresence/absence
can not be used as diagnostic for relative pronouns. We can, however, apply some basic syntactic
reasoning to the problem, allowing us to consider the issues at a level other than the surface
expression of morphological categories likese.Figure 3presents two possible analyses of the
sentence (103N an externallyheaded, subjeaentred relative clauSkusing a simplified
dependency tree to represent the syntactic structure:

Upper Necaxa Totonac

(103) !awa#th [tiStaliats? alsts!"k#h]
lawd#tEn [t tabli! EXafxs!" ba isExsI'Ekan ~ susl
boybrL HREL 3PL.suBBINSTEDCSEhideBIMPF  3Pos$ImotheErL.PO
Othose boys that hide behind their mother(Os skirts)O

The trees used iRigure 3and below are roughly equivalent sarfacesyntactic trees used in
MeaningText Theory (MelO%uk 1988), where circles indicate lexical items, solid arrows show
headdependant relations, and the dashed arrow represeng$ecentiality between the head of

a relative clause and the relativizelement in the embedded clause. The represents an elided
element. The tree on the left side ifure 3treatsti: as a complementizer, a subordinating
element that governs the embedded clause and links it to the noun being modified. The head of
the rdative constructioN the modified nounlawa #1 ®boy$0is overt, and the ceeferential

target of relativization is gapped inside the embedded clause. The tree on the right treats the
human relativizeri: as a relative pronoun occupying an argumentNstotbject (S of the
embedded verb. The verb itself depends directly on the head of the relative construction, which
is coreferential with the pronoun in the relative clause. In contrast, the complementizing
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the tree on the left side &igure 3is not considered a pronoun and is not coreferential with the
head of the relative construction, although it agrees with it in animacy.

Practicallyspeaking, either of the treeshilgure 3seems to be a plausible representation of
(103),and there is littled choose between the two. However, the same cannot be said of the two
structures irFigure 4 which represen(tL04),the internallyheaded version ¢fL03):

Upper Necaxa Totonac
(104) [ti! tali'tats?a #awaSh SsHkin]
! taBli:Exabxs¢?ba Pawacabn  !"Bxsi:Ekan]
__ HREL 3pL.sUBBINSTEDCSEhideBMPF  boybrL 3rposEmothebrL.PO
Othose boys that hide behind their mother(Os skirts)O

ti: ‘that (person)’

liztatsé?- ‘hide behind’

O

tsir ‘mother’

2awacan ‘boys’

2awacadn ‘boys’ tsi: ‘mother’
internally-headed with internally-headed with

complementizer relative pronoun

Figure 4: Internallyheaded relative clauses

The analysis that treats as a complementizer, showm the tree on the left side &igure 4

offers a fairly straightforward treatment of the internddgaded construction exactly parallel to

the tree on the lefthand side Bigure N only in this case it is the external head of the relative
clause that ilided and the argument of the embedded verb is left in place (cf. a similar
proposal, couched in different terms, by Cole 1987). The relptimeoun analysis of the
internally-headed construction on the right sideFdure 4is more problematic. As aledive
pronoun,zi: would be expected to fill an argument position of the embedded verb; however, as
shown in the diagram, this leaves nowhere for the nominal head of the construction to go, the
valency of the embedded verb being OsaturatedO by theerglahoun. While it might be
possible to invent additional (and rather abstract) syntactic rules for argdmdsling or
allowing the linearization of an external head inside of a relative clause, these waulddee

rules invented solely for the purmssof representing a single structure, whereas the compleme
tizer analysis of the relativizers serves to model both the senten¢E33jand (104) without
recourse to any additional machinery.

Analyzing theti:/tu. relativizers as complementizers effgety reduces the distinctioreb
tween externalhheaded and internallyeaded relative clauses to a choice made by speakers as
to which of the two lexical expressions of the head of the relative clause thl tiiglénternal
argument of the embedded verbe(tbapping strategy obligatorily applied in languages like
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English), or the external head of the larger NP containing the relative clause. As slioguren
5, this approach also extends itself very naturally to representing headless relative508h as

Upper Necaxa Totonac
(105) [ti: tali:tatsé?a istsi:kan]
- [ti! taBli:BExabxs!" Ba ~sup iSExsi:Ekan]
__ HREL 3pL.suBbINSTEDCSBEhideDMPF 3rposEmothebrL.PO
Othose that hide behind their mother(Os skirts)O

2awacan ‘boys’

ti: ‘that (person)’ ti: “that (person)’ ti: ‘that (person)’

lirtatsé?- ‘hide behind’ lirtatsé?- ‘hide behind’ lirtatsé?- ‘hide behind’

@ tsi: ‘mother’ ?awgca‘goys, tsi: ‘mother’ @ tsi: ‘mother’
externally-headed with internally-headed with headless with
complementizer complementizer complementizer

Figure 5: Externalbheadedinternallyheaded, and headless relatives

In the headless construction, both the external and internal expressions of the head of the relative
clause are elided, something that seems perfectly natural for a Totonacan language which
routinely elides NP# a wide variety of contexts.

The complementizer analysis of the relativizergigure 5neatly models all three types of
Upper Necaxa relative clauses, and could easily be extended to-tieabied clauses such the
Zapotitltn sentence i{®3) above which would simply be an example of a construction in which
neither external head nor internal argument was elided (or perhaps one in which the external
head is pronominalized). Treating the relativizers as complementizers reduces the differences
between albf these structures to a single parameter, selection of which NP or NPs to elide from
the surface form of the sentence. How this choice is made is still an open question, but is likely
to depend on the same considerations of information/communicativéus¢rihat govern the
elision (and ordering) of NPs and other constituents in other contexts.

An added benefit of thinking of the/ru: elements as complementizers is that it suggests a
very natural diachronic progression from an original pfiodtonacanscenario whereti and
*tu! were interrogative pronouns and, possibly, used as complementizers in the embedded
guestion type of subordinate clause illustrated by the Misantla exam{&$) and(55) above
At this stage, relativization would have besttomplished using determiners or demonstrative
elements, as it is in Tepehua and Misantla today. The subordinate structures introduced by
interrogatives could then have passed through an intermediate stage where they were more
generalized as a means ofrrfing sentential argumemsessentially, a syntactic means of
Onominalizingd clauses, creating predications with nominal reférenile adnominal
modification by clauses continued to be carried out by deterrheeted constructions. This is
possibly the guation as it stands in Misantla. Cerro del Carb—n would then represent an
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innovation on this pattern whereby it uses #hv:: constructions as arguments but has evolved
another element as a specialized subordinator for clauses used in adnominaatrmdifl he
final step in the progression would be the generalization of the subordinating pattern from
argumerdformation to modiftation, replacing the determinkeaded relative construction
altogether and giving us the pattern seen today irthdo and Sierra, as well as in Cerro
XinolatZpetl and Filomeno Mata. If correct, this progression means that, perhaps -counter
intuitively, the construction used in adnominal modification in most Central Totonac languages
has its origin in a constructiaimat was once used exclusively to form headless relatives (or,
more accurately, the functional equivalent of headless relbtisgstactically nominalized
subordinate clauses with nominal referents). The diachronic origins of the relativizers in
interrogatves also help to explain the somewhat anomalous (though not unprecedenteda e.qg.
Zwart 1993, 2006; Haegean and van Koppen 2012; Lewis 2013) phenomenon of agreement in
Upper Necaxa complementizers.

All of this is, of course, still highly speculative, ar tgame is still in its early stages, given
the incomplete information we have about relatives and other types of subordination in so many
of the languages in the family. Of particular importance would be some clarification of the
situation in Misantl&l which could potentially represent an important intermediate stage of
developmeriil and some further insight into the origins of the Cerro del Carb—n relativizer
ni.ma, as well as its distribution in other languages of the Lowland Totonac group. The presence
of internally-headed relative clauses has only been confirmed in two languages, Upper Necaxa
and Zapotitltil although these are attested in Coahuitlfn TotoNam(e 2016) and there are
potential examples in Misantla, Cerro del Carb—n, and Ozelonacaxtldl. aSheepossible
development of a distinction between definite and indefinite relative clauses in Coyulta (see
(101) ard (102 aboveis also welworth looking into, particularly given the typological work
linking interrogative and indefinite forms in othhdanguages (Ultan 1978; Haspelmath 1997,
Bhat 2000, 2004). It is to be hoped that the findings presented in this paper will be an incentive
for further investigtion into relative and subordinate clauses in the Totonacan family, and that
this work in turnwill improve our understanding of relativization and its diachronic development
in these and other languages of the world.
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